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State of South Carolina )In the Court of Common Pleas

)
County of Hampton ) Case No: 2017-CP-25-335

Richard Lightsey, LeBrian
Cleckley, Phillip Cooper, et
al., on behalf of themselves
and all others similarly
situated

Plaintiff (s), Videotaped Deposition

vs. of

KENNETH BROWNE
South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company, a Wholly Owned
Subsidiary of SCANA, SCANA
Corporation, and the State of
South Carolina

Defendant (s) .

South Carolina Office of
Regulatory Staff,

Intervenor.

— e — — e e e e e e - — — — — — —

THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF SOUTH CAROLINA
DOCKET NOS. 2017-207-E, 2017-305-E, AND 2017-370-E

IN RE: Friends of the Earth and
Sierra Club Complainant/Petitioner
v. South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company, Defendant/Respondent

)
)
)
)
)
IN RE: Request of the South )
Carolina Office of Regulatory )
Staff for Rate Relief to SCE&G )
Rates Pursuant to SC Code Ann. )
§58-27-920 )

)

)

)

)

IN RE: Joint Application and
Petition of South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company and
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Dominion Energy, Incorporated for )
Review and Approval of a Proposed )
Business Combination between SCANA)
Corporation and Dominion Energy, )
Incorporated, as May be Required, )
and for a Prudency Determination )
Regarding the Abandonment of the )
VC Summer Units 2 & 3 Project and )
Associated Customer Benefits and )
Cost Recovery Plans )

)

Videotaped Deposition of KENNETH BROWNE,
taken before Jennifer L. Thompson, CVR-M, Nationally
Certified Verbatim Court Reporter and Notary Public in
and for the State of South Carolina, scheduled for
10:00 a.m. and commencing at the hour of 10:09 a.m.,
Tuesday, September 25, 2018, at the office of Strom Law
Firm, Columbia, South Carolina.

Reported by:

Jennifer L. Thompson, CVR-M
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Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

Any court, party, or person who has purchased a
transcript may, without paying a further fee to the
reporter, reproduce a Copy or portion thereof as an
exhibit pursuant to court order or Rule or for internal
use, but shall NOT otherwise provide or sell a copy or
copies to any other party or person without the express
consent of the reporter and/or reporting agency.

APPEARANCES

For the Plaintiff (s):

Daniel S. Haltiwanger, Esquire

Richardson, Patrick, Westbrook & Brickman, LLC
623 Richland Avenue West

Aiken, SC 29801

Gibson Solomons, III, Esquire
Speights and Solomons

100 Oak Street

Hampton, SC 29924

Via Telephone:
Terry Richardson, Jr., Esquire
Richardson, Patrick, Westbrook & Brickman, LLC

Aerial King, Attorney-at-Law
Lewis Babcock, LLP

For the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff:
James E. Cox, Jr., Esquire

Wyche, P.A.

PO Box 728

Greenville, SC 29602-0728

For Counsel Central Electric Coop and Electric Coop of
South Carolina

Frank R. Ellerbe, III, Esquire

Robinson Gray Stepp & Laffitte LLC

1310 Gadsden Street

Columbia, SC 29201

For Santee Cooper:

William C. Hubbard, Esquire

Rush Smith, III, Esquire

Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough, LLP
Meridian/17th Floor

1320 Main Street

Columbia, SC 29201

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company, et al.

For Dominion Energy:

Benjamin L. Hatch, Esquire
McGuire Woods, LLP

World Trade Center

101 West Main Street, Suite 9000
Norfolk, VA 23510

For the State of South Carolina:
Tan P. Weschler, Esquire

T. Parkin Hunter, Esquire

SC Attorney General's Office

PO Box 11549

Columbia, SC 29201

For the Defendant SCE&G/SCANA:
Jonathan R. Chally, Esquire
Brandon R. Keel, Esquire

King & Spalding, LLP

1180 Peachtree Street, NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3521

Bryony Hodges, Attorney at Law
SCANA Corporation - Associate General Counsel

Leah B. Moody, Attorney at Law
Law Office of Leah B. Moody, LLC
235 East Main Street, Suite 115
Rock Hill, SC 29730

Attorney for the Witness, Kenneth Browne
John S. West, Esquire

West Law Firm, LLC

207 Carolina Avenue

PO Box 1869

Moncks Corner, SC 29461

REPORTER'S LEGEND:
- [denotes interruption/change in thought]

[denotes trailing off/incomplete
thought or statement]

[sic] [denotes word/phrase that may seem strange or
incorrect; written verbatim]
(ph) [denotes phonetic spelling]
(unintelligible ) [denotes not capable of being
understood]
(indiscernible crosstalk) [denotes multiple speakers

at the same time, not capable of
being understood]

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc.[0OOON

www.thompsonreporting.com
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- September 25, 2018
South Carolina

al.

et al. v.
Company, et

INDEX OF EXAMINATION

Mr. Haltiwanger
Mr. Cox
Mr. Chally
By Mr. Cox
By Mr. Haltiwanger
By Mr. Chally

INDEX OF EXHIBITS

SCANA RP0639111
SCANA RP0018657-58
SCANA RP0388623
SCANA RP0623144-5
SCANA RP0006936
SCANA RP0246420-41
SCANA RP0255947
SCANA RP0689335
SCANA RP0015099-100
SCANA RP0617852
SCANA RP0024002-18
SCANA RP0388794-797
Email SCANA RP0381916-17
Email SCANA RP0258894-96
EAC Review Team Preliminary
Update

Email SCANA RP0020794,
0954157-161

Email SCANA RP0021575,
2015 Direct Testimony of Stephen
Byrne

Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email
Email

2016 Testimony of Joseph Lynch ..

Resignation Letter of Kenneth
Browne

Direct Testimony of Stephen
Byrne 2016

Direct Testimony of Carlette
Walker 2015

Inc. OOOMOO

www.thompsonreporting.com
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Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

STIPULATIONS
This deposition is being taken pursuant to

the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.

The reading and signing of this deposition is
reserved by the deponent and counsel for the

respective parties.

(Begin 10:09 a.m.)
Whereupon, the case caption was published and

counsel noted their appearances for the record.)

Whereupon,

KENNETH BROWNE, being administered an ocath of
affirmation or duly sworn and cautioned to speak
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the
truth, testified as follows:

Court Reporter: State your full name for the
record, please.

Witness: Kenneth Browne.

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 6 of 345

21GJo g ebed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

EXAMINATION
BY MR. HALTIWANGER:
Q Mr. Browne, my name is Dan Haltiwanger and we met
just before this began. I'm going to be the one

that's asking most of the questions this morning
and probably into the afternoon. Before we begin,
I know you've probably talked with your lawyers
about what to expect today, but there is a couple
of rules I'm required to go over so that I know
that you're aware of them. One of the things,

though, is even though we have video that's

running today --

A Right.

@) -—- it's important to verbalize all of your
answers, to say yes or no instead of uh-huh or
huh-uh or nodding your head or anything like that

so that she can make a record of everything we

say.
A Yes, sir.
Q Second, we're probably going to go for a while

today, hopefully not as long as we went yesterday
with Mr. Kochems. But if at anytime you need to
take a break, whether it's use the restroom,

another water, whatever, let me know and we'll

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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Electric & Gas Company, et al.

take a break. It's not meant to be an endurance
contest.

A Sure.

Q Also, as you know, you were just put under oath
for this testimony today. So this is testimony

that can be used in a courtroom. And along with
that, your attorney and some of the other
attorneys may object during the questioning today.
There's really two kinds of objections. You'll
hear "object to the form," which there's something
about my question that they don't think would be
proper in a courtroom setting for a number of
different reasons. But unless they object and
instruct you not to answer the question, I'm going
to ask you to go ahead and answer the question as
best you can. But related to that, if I ever do
ask you a question and you don't understand it, I
use a word that you're not familiar with, or you
don't think I'm making sense to you, let me know

and I'll do my best to, you know, ask a better

question.
A Yes, sir.
0 I'm not an accountant. I'm not an engineer. I

may use terms that you're familiar with that I'm

not familiar with that you think I'm using

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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Electric & Gas Company, et al.

incorrectly. You're not bound to not ask me what

I mean. You can ask me to explain myself.
A Right.
Q Also, if anytime during the deposition today I've

asked you a question earlier and the answer you
gave earlier you think is either incomplete or
incorrect, you have the right to go back and say,
oh, oh, remember when I said, you know, I was with
so-and-so earlier, I now remember it wasn't

so—-and-so, it was somebody else.

A Right.

Q Stuff like that --

A Sure.

Q You're welcome to do that. Don't feel that you

can't correct anything that you testified to
earlier. And having gone through all that, let me

ask you, have you ever had a deposition taken

before?
A Yes, I have.
Q What type of case was 1it?
A It was a case between two contractors that were

working on a project that I was working on, and
they were in a dispute over the cost of materials
that increased during the project.

Q Were you employed by one of the parties to the

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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2018
South Carolina

Kenneth Browne - September 25,
et al. v.

et al.

Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

lawsuit?

A No, I was employed by Santee Cooper at the time.

Q So you've been through this before. And all of

them are a little same, but everyone's a little

bit different. I want to start -- and again, I

don't want you to tell me anything that you and

your attorneys discussed, but I am interested in

finding out what you did to prepare for today's

deposition. And that would be people you talked
to or documents you looked at.

A Nothing. I don't have any documents to look at.

0 You didn't go back and review any materials that
you may have with you?

A I don't have any materials with me. When I left

my job, I left the materials.

0 And you didn't speak with any current or former
employees from the project?

A No, not specifically regarding this. It's been
several months since I spoke with anyone.

Q Well, let me ask you. Have you ever read Carlette
Walker's deposition in this litigation?

A No.

Q When was the last time you would have had any
communication with Carlette Walker?

A Actually, she knew of my deposition today and she

Inc. OOOMOO

www.thompsonreporting.com
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Electric & Gas Company, et al.

b

>0

sent me an email just telling me to, you know,
good luck. And I responded "Thank you, I'm a
little bit on edge, but I'm not worried about it
too much." And that was last week. Prior to
that, probably two months ago just in a casual
meeting, my wife and I and she and her husband for
dinner.

At that time, did you and Mrs. Walker review any
materials?

No.

But you did work with Carlette Walker at SCANA?
Yes.

And how long did you work with her?

I worked with Carlette from November of 2009 until
I left -- well, actually until she left in about
December of 2015, I think she left.

Did you know her before working with her on this
project?

No.

How often would you interact with Ms. Walker while
working on this project?

At work or outside of work?

At work?

Daily.

Was she your supervisor?

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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A No.

Q What was her relationship in the hierarchy to
where you were?

A She worked for SCANA. She was the vice president
of nuclear accounting for SCANA Services. I
worked for SCE&G in the business and finance
group. And we had a combined group which was
mostly composed of SCANA personnel, and I was an
SCE&G employee. My supervisor, his name was Abney
Smith or Skip Smith. And Carlette was over the
accountants and the people working for SCANA
Services. So she was over the accounting group
and they were a piece of the business and finance
group for nuclear project.

Q I know because there's a couple different entities
involved here.

A Yes.

Q Who was your direct employer when you were working
on the VC Summer project?

A I worked for Santee Cooper for a period on the VC
Summer project, from -- I actually started on the
project in I think it was October of 2005 part
time. In January of 2006, I started working full
time commuting back and forth from Moncks Corner

to Columbia, but I was in Columbia four days a

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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week. Then in June of 2009, I retired from Santee
Cooper. In November of 2009, I went to work for
SCE&G.

Q And when you say you worked for SCE&G, did you

work for SCE&G, SCANA Services, SCANA which?

A I worked for SCE&G.

Q And that's who would have signed your paycheck?
A Yes, sir.

0 Did that ever change while you were -- I mean

after you arrived at SCE&G did --

A Never changed.

Q Have you followed any of the newspaper reporting
and TV reporting involving the VC Summer?

A Yes, I have.

Q Did you read the article in the Charleston Post
and Courier that was about a voicemail that

Carlette Walker had left for an employee?

A Yes, I did.
Q What was your reaction to hearing that voicemail?
A I knew of the voicemail when she left it.

Can you elaborate on that? And how did you know?

>0

I knew because I worked very closely with Marion
Cherry who was the Santee Cooper representative,
and he told me about the voicemail whenever

Carlette called and left him that voicemail.

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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Q

I want to get some details from that. Did this
come up in -- while you were at work or after he
get the voicemail did he call you? Just kind of
lay out the narrative of how it came about.
Marion and I also worked together on a daily
basis, and at work he told me of the voicemail.
What did he tell you -- did he play it for you or
did he just describe --

I did not hear his wvoice. He just described it
for me.

What did he describe? What do you recall?

He just described Carlette calling and leaving a
voicemail that -- telling him that Santee Cooper
needed to not approve anymore cost increases, I
believe were the words he used.

And kind of where did the conversation go after
that with Mr. Cherry?

It didn't go anywhere.

Did you ever see or listen to the voicemail
yourself?

After it was on the link for the article in the
paper is the first time I heard it.

What was your reaction to hearing it?

A little shocked at the frankness of the

voicemail, but not surprised at the -- I guess the

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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intent, the message in the voicemail.

Q And why were you not surprised?

A Because I knew how Carlette felt about the
project.

Q And describe for us your understanding of what her

feelings were.

A That's difficult to be in somebody else's head,
but I can explain to you what my feelings were and
I think they were very close to Carlette's. We
were not -- I was not pleased with the path that
the project was taking at the time.

0 And I want to dig down into that. What
specifically, when you say you were not pleased,
what were you not pleased with that?

A I was not pleased with the cost of the project
continuously increasing.

Q Did you think there was -- I mean, what did you
personally believe was responsible for those

increases in costs?

A Contractors' inefficiencies.

Q And can you give me some examples?

A They were not meeting schedules. They were taking
twice as many hours -- man hours to get work done

that they had budgeted for each incremental piece

of the project and there didn't appear to be any

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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end in sight in those issues. We had been through
many rounds of promises of improvement, but they
never followed through on those promises.

Q And you've referenced "contractors" and "they."
And just so I can have a clear record, who are we
talking about?

A We're talking about, at various times in the
project, Westinghouse, Shaw, and Chicago Bridge &
Iron.

Q Besides not meeting the schedules and man hours,
what other issues do you recall being upset with
respect to contractors?

A I'm not sure what you

0 I was just asking if there's other things the
contractors had in their performance that you were
not pleased with?

A I don't know what else there is to not be pleased
with other than failure to meet schedules and
performance. I mean, that's

Q What about issues with the design of the project?
Did you have problems with that?

A Personally, I did not. I was in the business and
finance group.

Q We started kind of down this road with discussing

the voicemail that Carlette Walker had left. Were

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000
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those concerns that Ms. Walker had expressed to
you during the time of the project?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form of the question.
A Yes.
Q In addition to what we've talked about, did
Ms. Walker ever express any other concerns about
the performance of the project?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A No, not -- I'm not sure I understand the question,
but
Q I'm just trying to figure out if I can get an idea

of the universe of the complaints that Ms. Walker
shared with you.

A I mean, the same issues that I had she had, as far
as I'm concerned, yes.

Q I'm assuming from your earlier answer I know this

answer, but I'm just going to ask you to check it

off. Have you read Margaret Felkel's deposition?

A No.

0 Have you read Sheri Wicker's deposition?

A No.

Q Have you read any other depositions from this
litigation?

A I have not.

Q Have you discussed Kevin Kochems' deposition

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com
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2018
South Carolina

Kenneth Browne - September 25,
et al. v.

et al.

Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

yesterday with anyone?

A No. Other than you guys discussing how long it
took.

Q Okay. Let me ask you, when did you -- are you
currently employed?

A I am not.

Q When were you last employed?

A I was last employed in July of 2016 when I left
SCE&G.

Q Since July '1l6, have you had any discussions with

any SCANA employees in which the discussions of
lawsuits against the company arising from the VC
Summer project were discussed?

A No.

Q Have you had any discussions with any SCANA
employees in which the topic of potential criminal

prosecution came up?

A Yes.
0 Describe those for me.
A In social settings, discussing the likelihood of

prosecution of the executives from SCANA. Just,

you know, opinions and maybe some feeling of

regret.
@) Which executives in particular were discussed?
A Kevin Marsh, Steve Byrne, and Jimmy Addison.
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Q

A

Can you elaborate what you mean by regret?

Yes, I can. I personally believe -- and of course
I'm not an attorney and I'm not a law enforcement
person, but I believe that there were some things
done by those individuals that they should be
prosecuted for. And the regret is I don't think
they ever will be.

I want to get kind of -- if I can write down a
list of the things that you would think would be
relevant to potential criminal litigation, what
would you list?

Just one thing.

What's that?

Not being truthful. Short list.

Okay. Well, maybe we can get through this quickly
then. What do you believe they were not truthful
about?

I don't believe they were truthful about the
status of the project and multiple quarterly
reports and filings.

When you say "quarterly reports and filings,"
which ones would those be? Would this be the BLRA
reports?

All of the reports regarding the project, not

specifically the BLRA reports. But the financial
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reports I guess would be the ones that I would be
most concerned about.

So I'm -- and that's why I'm trying to get more
detail. Are you talking about SEC --

SEC filings, yes.

And what in particular, if I was going to go pull
some SEC filings, what statements or types of
statements would I look for do you think were
inaccurate?

The general reflection in those filings were that
the project was going well. And for at least the
last two years of the project when I was there,
the project was not going well.

And those two years would have been 2014 through
20167

Yes.

When you say "not going well," I want to get some
actual meat on that bone --

Sure.

What do you mean?

I'm going to go back to where I was talking about
the contractor. They were not meeting schedules
and their inefficiencies were not meeting the
goals that the project budget were set on. And

from those indicators, that's a general indication

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 20 of 345

20

21§30 0z 9bed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

of the health of the project. And the health of
the project was not good. But if you read in the
reports, the health of the project was always
good, a positive outlook.
Is there any -- in your opinion, is there any way
that Mr. Marsh, Mr. Byrne and Mr. Addison could
not have been aware of those problems?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
You need to rephrase that question.
Sure, yeah. 1Is it possible that management was
unaware of those issues that we just discussed
with the scheduling and productivity?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
It's not possible.
Okay. And why would you believe that?
Because there were internal reports and
communications that provided the status of the
project to management.
And if I wanted to go find some of those internal
reports and communications, how would I go about
doing that? What would I look for?
Emails.
From anyone in particular?
Myself, my boss, Skip Smith, Carlette Walker.

And if I wanted to kind of -- I mean, if I wanted
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to do like a Google keyword search trying to find
emails that might reflect this information, what
would you suggest I use, as far as search terms or
dates or anything that would help me locate those?

A Possibly performance factor, which would be most
likely a PF indication, or cost estimates or
estimate to complete or things like that would be.
EAC, estimate at completion, estimate to complete,
any of those terms.

Q Well, let me ask. Have you had any discussions
with anyone related to the South Carolina Law

Enforcement Division or SLED?

A Yes.

0 When would you have first had any contact with
SLED?

A In November of last year, November 2017.

0 And how did it come about?

A They contacted me, actually through the FBI. I
had a -- spent a wonderful day with the FBI and

the SLED guy was not there for that discussion.
And he contacted me and asked if he could come by
my home and talk to me at my house.

0 Okay. Well, then if the FBI came first, let's
start with that. How did that come about, a

meeting with the FBI?
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A

>

>0

I'm not sure. They called me. Invited me to meet
with them at the US Attorney's office and, of
course, I accepted the invitation. And we had a
long, long day as well.

And approximately when would that have occurred?
That was November of 2017.

Did they ask you to bring any materials?

They did not ask me, and I did not have any
materials to bring.

While you were there, did they ask you to review
any materials they had?

Yes, they did.

And what did you review?

I reviewed a cost estimate model that we developed
at -- in the business and finance group, NND
business and finance. We developed a cost model.
And I spent a good portion of that day explaining
that model to the FBI and the US Attorney.

And this would have -- when would this model have
originally have been created?

The model was originally created in I think it was
2014. And we modified it in 2015 to do an
analysis of the fixed-price offer that we had for
the contract.

Would this have been a spreadsheet that was kept
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at SCANA?

A Yes.

Q If I wanted to find that spreadsheet, how would I

search for that? 1Is there a title to it that you
would point me to?

A Oh my goodness. I don't remember what the title
was of that.

Q Again, what about like any keywords or searches
that you think might if I was searching for
spreadsheets with these terms?

A Probably something cost estimate or estimate to
complete or something like that. It had my name,

Kevin Kochems' name, and Marion Cherry's name at

the top of it as well. The three of us jointly
prepared it.

Q And how did this cost estimate model come to be
created back in 201472

A We were expecting an estimate to complete from the
contractor. And in preparation for their

estimate, we developed that model to just be

prepared for their work. It was taking them a

long time, and we needed something to use on our

own. And then when we received their estimate to

complete, we used that as a parallel review of

their cost.
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Q

And the original creators of that cost estimate
model, was that you, Mr. Kochems, and Mr. Cherry?
Yes.

Anyone else involved in that?

Not really, not in creating the sheet.

Going back to the FBI meeting. They were the ones
that presented you with this cost estimate model
you had created and asked you to explain it to
them?

Yes.

Did they indicate whether they had met with either
Mr. Kochems or Mr. Cherry?

I don't recall.

Besides the cost estimate model, any other
materials that you went over with the FBI?

I don't think so, but I can't say for sure.
That's been a while. I know we spent most of our
time on that.

Besides the cost estimate model, any other topics
that you discussed with the FBI?

Yes.

What were they?

Just they wanted to understand the EPC contract,
how the EPC contract came to be. The -- it's a

very complicated contract, the pricing mechanism
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in it. And we spent a lot of time going through
that. They wanted to -- I spent a lot of time
teaching, I guess, that date more than answering
questions, just trying to help them understand the
cost estimate and how the project was formed.
Did they inform you that they had met with any
other former SCANA or Santee Cooper employees?
They told me they had met with Carlette Walker.
And I believe she was the source of the
spreadsheet that we went over.

Did they indicate they had anybody they were going
to talk to after you, besides you and Carlette?
They didn't specifically say, but I sort of
assumed that they would be talking with probably
Kevin Kochems and Marion Cherry.

Have you had any conversations with Mr. Kochems
that this FBI took place?

Yes.

And what about with Mr. Cherry?

You mean whether FBI discussed with Kochems or
with me?

Did you ever inform either Mr. Kochems or

Mr. Cherry that you had met with the FBI?

Yes, both.

Do you know whether Mr. Kochems ever met with the
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A

>

>0

FBI?

I do not.

I may have asked, but when was the last time you
would have talked to Mr. Kochems?

I think it was in May, but I'm not sure. We went

out to dinner with some of the people from NND,

and Kevin was there with that. Kevin was there;
Sheri Wicker was there. I'm not sure who else,
but -- our spouses. We just went out to dinner.

When you met with the SLED agent that wasn't there
the day with the FBI, what did that entail?

He told me that he was primarily interested in any
fraudulent activities that I was aware of,
specifically regarding the contractors. And there
was one episode that we discovered, and I spent
most of the time with him going through the
details of that.

Who was the contractor?

The contractor was CB&I.

What was the suspected fraud?

There was a situation where one of their suppliers
was submitting three bids, the same supplier under
three different names. And CB&I was buying office
equipment from this supplier and paying too much

money for it.
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Q How did you become aware of this?

pd

Of the situation?

Yeah.

> 0

In my job responsibilities, I reviewed my invoices

from the contractor for the target price element,

and month after month I kept seeing the same

supplies coming from the same guy, who really I

didn't know why he was supplying this equipment.

And the prices seemed to be high, so we started
doing research and found out the situation. We
called in the SCANA audit group and they did a
little deeper investigation and that's how they
found -- how we found out that one guy was
submitting all three bids.

Q Anything else you discussed with SLED?

A No.

0 What about the Securities and Exchange Commission,
have you had any discussions with any
representatives of that?

A No.

Q After the meeting that day with the FBI, has there
been any follow-up with the FBI?

A They've called me two or three times asking me of

names or contact information,

primarily with the

contractors.
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Q

When you say the contractors, would that be
Westinghouse?
Westinghouse and Fluor and CB&I.
Who in particular were they inquiring about?
The site managers.
Do you know what they wanted or did they indicate
to you what they wanted to talk to them about?
No.
Earlier when we were discussing having any
conversations about potential criminal prosecution
you said -- you used the word "regret" --
Yes.
Was there anything in the meeting with the FBI or
SLED that led you to believe that they were not
going to pursue criminal prosecution?
No. It's just the time that it's taken. And it
might be because, you know, I watch too much TV or
whatever, but it's taken so long I just can't
imagine anything happening now.
But based on what you observed at your employment
at SCANA, you believe that there were material
misrepresentations made by management?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Yes.

What would those material misrepresentations --
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how would you summarize them?

A Well, we've already been through it once, but it's
the reporting was -- in general, reporting a
positive outlook with a healthy project while I
believe it should have been a negative outlook
with an unhealthy project.

Q Well, let me ask you. Does that -- does your
belief in that respect, does that extend to Santee
Cooper as well? Do you believe that anyone from
Santee Cooper made any material representations
about the health of the project?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I'm not aware of reports that Santee Cooper makes,
so I can't respond to that question.

Q Based on your experience on the project, do you
believe that SCE&G was candid with Santee Cooper

about the help of the project?

A Yes.
Q If you could, explain why you would believe that.
A Well, the main reason I believe that is because I

was SCE&G and Marion Cherry was Santee Cooper, and
I had no secrets from Marion Cherry. Now, if
you're asking me did Kevin Marsh and Lonnie
Carter, were they truthful with each other, I

can't respond to that because I don't know. But I
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know for a fact that Marion Cherry and I were

candid with each other and there were no secrets.
Q Okay. Let me ask you and get a little bit of your
background. And I don't know if it's easier for
you to start with graduating school and getting

your first job and going forward or starting when

you retired from --

A Probably easier to start at the beginning.

Q Okay.

A I graduated from Clemson University in December
of 1980. And I went to work at the Charleston

Naval shipyard in January of 1981. I worked in
the marine mechanical design group at Charleston
Naval Shipyard until I think it was August of 1985
where I -- when I left and went to work for Naval
Facilities Engineering Command in Charleston,
where I worked until,

again, I think it was August

of 1990. And I left NAVFAC and went to Santee

Cooper at that time. I worked at Santee Cooper in

the station construction group from then until I

retired in June of 2009. And in November 2009, I

went to work for SCE&G. I left SCE&G in June --

or July, excuse me, of 2016. Is that what you

were after?

0 Absolutely.
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A I didn't know if you need more details of what I
did at the --
Q Well, we'll probably dig down into the Santee

Cooper and SCANA. And again, I just want to make
sure because there are different entities. Were
you a SCANA Services employee or were you a SCE&G

direct employee?

A I was an SCE&G employee.
Q How was your compensation structured there? Was
it a base salary? Was there -- I mean, just how

were you compensated for your work there?
A It was primarily a base salary with a very small,

compared to what the executives received, bonus

plan.
Q And how did the bonus plan operate?
A There were goals that were set for -- it was a

company-wide goal, a department goal, an
individual goal. And your bonuses were paid out
based on meeting those goals.

0 During the time of the VC Summer Unit Two and
Three construction, did you have the opportunity
to receive bonus payments based on or specifically
related to the progress of the project?

A No.

Q For your time at working out on the VC Summer
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project, I want to get kind of an understanding of
a cast of characters, who was in charge, who
oversaw what. And just as best as you can, 1f you
could lay that out for me.

Within business and finance or total project or
what's the --

Whichever one is -- I want to get both. Whichever
one is easiest for you to start with.

The business and finance group was composed of
SCE&G and SCANA. SCE&G group was fairly small.
That was my supervisor, immediate supervisor Skip
Smith, Abney Smith is his given name. He was the
manager of business and finance. I was senior
engineer business and finance. And occasionally
we would have an analyst or somebody else working
with us. Most of the time it was just the two of
us.

Okay.

And then there was the SCANA Services group which
had the accounting and contract compliance. And I
can't remember what Sheri Wicker's -- Sheri
Wicker's group was accountants who did the
payments. And I had a fairly unique role in the
group because I was an engineer; I was not an

accountant. But because of my prior experience on
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other projects with Santee Cooper, I was familiar
with accounting and business-related aspects. So
I sort of was a go-between between the technical
groups and construction for SCE&G and the
accountants for SCANA, because accountants didn't
speak construction and construction guys didn't
speak accounting. And I was the translator in
there in between those two groups. I spent a lot
of time reviewing invoices, which a lot of people
would consider an accounting thing, but the
accountants didn't know -- for this cost-plus
invoice, we would get 10,000 lines a month of
things they were billing us for, and an accountant
looking down there, she could look and see how
much it cost, but she wouldn't have a clue as to
what it was she was paying for. So I got stuck
with that duty for several years of reviewing
those things. And I spent probably 25 percent of
my time reviewing that target invoice because
nobody else was willing to do it and nobody else
knew -- I mean, I hate to say it, but a lot of the
accountants didn't know a hammer from a
screwdriver, you know, and they were billing us
for things like that.

I want to dig into that a little bit. As far as
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your invoice review, did you ever find invoices
that you would challenge or question?

Absolutely, every month.

Describe your experience with that.

The number one issue that I would find in the
invoices that they would be billing us for under
the target price for things that should have been
firm price or for small tools and consumables
which we paid for in the labor markup, the
multiplier on the labor, so --

There's going to be a lot of non-engineers and
accountants probably looking at this.

Yes.

Can you kind of put that in layman's terms?

Yes. We -- early in the project, we agreed with
the contractor that we did not want to see line
item billing for small tools, which would be
literally hammers, screwdrivers, and anything like
that. So we came up with an agreement that
anything -- any tool under $1,000 and any
consumable such as duct tape or grease or anything
like that, would be paid for with a labor markup.
So it was a certain amount per hour that we paid
or actually it was a percentage markup on the

labor that we paid to avoid having bills for those
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individual tools under $1,000. And just about
every month we would find -- or I would find tools
under $1,000 on the invoice that we would have to
dispute the payment for.

Okay.

Other things that we find in the contract, all of
the commodity materials which was the steel, the,
you know, structural steel, reinforcing bar,
concrete, any wire and cable, anything like that,
was part of the fixed-price on the contract. So
we should not receive billing for those items
under the target price. So if we found those
types of things, we would dispute that. Another
issue, we -- early in the project, we moved to
construction equipment to fixed-price. The
construction equipment were trucks, any kind of
welding machines, or anything like that, should
not be billed in the target price. So if we found
those on the invoice, we disputed those. So when
you have a 10,000 line spreadsheet where they're
billing you for some things that you should be
paying for and some things that you shouldn't be
paying for, you have to go line by line, look at
the contract and see whether it's a target price

or a firm or fixed-price item and dispute the
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Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

payment for the firm or fixed-price or other terms
in the contract.
Q I just want to make sure I understand some of
this. On the -- when you talk about a labor
markup, what that means is i1if you agree to pay X
dollars an hour for a man-hour of work, instead of
on top of that paying for individual duct tape and
other tools under $1,000, y'all had an arrangement

where you said, okay for that man-hour, we're also

going to pay a percentage on top of that, and
that's going to cover all these consumables and
small tools?

A Yes, if they

that's correct. So, 1in a sense,

billed us for it under target, they would be
getting paid twice for the same thing because
they're getting paid for it in the markup and then
if they bill it under target price again, if we
don't dispute it, they get paid twice for the same
item.
0 And then with the commodity materials, is that a
similar situation where you're paying for it under
we're going to pay

the fixed-price? You know,

you, you know, X dollars as a fixed-price on the

contract and that's supposed to cover rebar?

A That's correct.
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Q

And instead, in your work you would find invoices
for rebar?

That's correct.

And again, that would be the contractor being paid
twice?

If we had not caught it, yes.

Okay.

There are records of all of those things that we
caught. We had a -- we called it a Target Price
Log. And month after month, we would add items to
that log. And as we agreed that we shouldn't pay
for them, we would get a credit back.

Besides yourself, who else would be involved in
updating and creating this Target Price Log?

We had one of the accountants. Or actually, it
was an accounting technician for SCANA Services
that worked with me on doing that.

Who was that?

Her name was Mandy Wicker. No relation to Sheri

Wicker. She worked for Sheri Wicker, but no
relation.
Okay. And I'm just asking you to give me an idea

what type of dollar figures are we talking about

here? 1Is this a --

Millions of dollars over the project.
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Q

And these would be millions of dollars of
essential double billing by the contractor?

Yes.

I want to get an idea of how it was handled on
behalf of SCANA. You and Mandy Wicker would
identify these materials and it would go on a
Target Price Log?

That's correct.

Is there any chance that was also maybe called a
Disputed Invoice Log? Or is that a different log?
It's pretty much the same thing. It was a part of
it.

Okay. And the -- after it got put on the Target
Price Log what happened next with that issue?
There would be maybe once a quarter a meeting.
Well, some things that were obvious and no
dispute, the accountants from CB&I would issue us
a credit immediately for those. And then there
would always be things that we would not agree on,
and those items that we did not agree on would be
handled in a review with -- usually it was Alan
Torres, the construction manager. And the site
manager or some other management person with CB&I
would go down that list and agree what should be

paid and what should not be paid.
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@) Besides CB&I, what other, if any, contractors

would end up on this Target Price Log? Were there
other contractors -- I guess I'm asking did
everything come through CB&I and then to y'all?
Or did --

A Everything came through CB&I, yes. Or Shaw when
Shaw was there.

Q And again, Jjust so I'm making sure I understand

the process. The invoices would come in from

CB&I. You and Mandy Wicker, as part of your job,

would review the invoices?

A I would review it. Mandy just kept up with the
log.
Q Okay. So you would review it, identify items

being invoiced that you did not believe were
proper due to the contract between the parties?
A Right.
Q Those items would go on this log. The log would

then be discussed quarterly with Alan Torres and a

representative of CB&I and Shaw?

A Yes, sir.

Q What would the outcome of that meeting typically
be?

A Occasionally it would be -- and I was not pleased

whenever it turned out like this, but occasionally
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it would be "here, we'll take this one and you
take that one" sort of deal, maybe split the
difference. But usually it was an item by item
reconciliation and looking at the contract and
making a determination based on the contract.
Can you give me a rough idea like in an average

quarter how many items we would we be talking

In a quarter, maybe a 1,000 items.
And dollar figure that you'd be associated with
those items?

In a quarter?

Probably varied from $100,000 to maybe as much as
$500,000 in a rare quarter, total. Total

aggregate of the disputed items.

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is tape number two in the
deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the record

at 11:16 a.m.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

All right,
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(Parkin Hunter enters proceeding - Ian
Weschler leaves 11:04 a.m.)

(Off the Record)
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of follow-up on what we were talking about with
the Target Price Log. After compiling the
challenged invoices on the log, it would be
Mr. Torres who would be responsible for discussing
this with --
Not always, but usually that was the case.
Sometimes he would send a designate his group.
Occasionally, Skip Smith, my boss, would take the
SCANA side of the argument. But usually it was
Alan Torres.
And I -- would that be the end of the question?
They'd have a meeting; we believe this was
improperly charged; they say, well, this is why we
think it was properly charged and --
With very, very few exceptions, that was the end
of it.
Okay. Did management above Mr. Torres ever have
to get involved in those discussions?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
In those few exceptions, yes.
And give me an example of when you recall
management above Torres?
I can't recall any time, but I know there was
exceptions.

You were actually at Santee -- or let me ask you.
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Were you at Santee Cooper when the decision to

build the nuclear plants was originally adopted?

A Yes.

Q And what was your role at Santee Cooper?

A I was the -- official title was Representative of
the Authority, but I was -- in common language, I

was the Santee Cooper representative for the
project. Marion Cherry was my replacement.

Q And when did you -- or how did it first come about
that Santee Cooper was going to look at taking
part in this project?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I'm not sure, because when I was put on the
project, the decision had already been made.

Q Okay.

A And I was working on cross units three and four,
and I was called back into my office in Moncks
Corner one day and on my white board in my office
was this little nuclear symbol and it said, "Go
see Maxie," who was our vice president. And I had
no clue what it was about. Found out that I was
going to be working on a nuclear plant.

Q So you were not part of any of the discussions
leading up to Santee Cooper deciding to go

nuclear?
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A

I was not part of the discussions leading up to
Santee Cooper working with SCE&G to investigate
the nuclear plant. I was part of the discussion
making the decision to sign the agreement with
SCE&G and execute the EPC contract. That was
after I was working on the project. I don't know
if I'm answering your question or not.

Yeah, I'm getting them.

It was in phases.

So I guess describe for me how that went down, as
far as the getting into the agreement with SCANA
and just -- I'm just trying to get information
about how it went down.

Well, it was not really a single point in time, I
don't guess. It was, you know, we got involved
with SCANA to investigate the project. We spent
two years negotiating, investigating, looking at
different technologies and, you know, kind of
narrowed it down to the Westinghouse AP1000. We
negotiated contracts for probably a
year-and-a-half or more with Westinghouse. We
were in with them, out with them, in with them,
out with them, back and forth. And finally, I
guess the final decision was made just prior to

execution of the EPC contract. That's when Santee
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Cooper was in, was when they agreed to execute the
EPC contract.

Q One element we've heard about in the whole project
and with the expenses associated with the project
is the term "owner's cost."

A Yes.

Q For somebody who's not an accountant or engineer
or familiar with the project, can you give us a
definition or explanation of what are owner's cost
in this area.

A Well, there's always some things that can go
either way, but, in general, owner's cost refer to
the owner's cost of managing the project. One of
the major components at VC Summer for owner's cost
was in hiring and training the operations and
maintenance staff. That's probably the largest
component of the owner's cost was in preparing 600
people to take over ownership and operation of a
nuclear plant. You can't just hire them from
Ready South Carolina and put them on the board of
a nuclear plant the next day. So it takes years
to hire and train those people. That's the
largest component of the owner's cost with the
project.

Q And as part of the decision to go with nuclear
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power, were you involved in any calculation of the
projected owner's cost for the project?
A Not directly. That was primarily an SCE&G

function. I mean, I was the representative of

Santee Cooper at that time. I watched the
development of the owner's cost, but it was

prepared by SCE&G.

Q And who in particular do you believe was
responsible?

A That was when Ron Clary was the project manager
for SCE&G. So it was Ron. A gentleman by the

name of Duke Bell was involved in it. And Kevin

Kochems I think was involved in it. You're
talking about the original development of the

owner's cost?

Q Yes.
A Yes.
Q And then -- and from your question there, I assume

that that changed over time?

A It changed over time, yes. New items would come

in to be added into owner's cost, the plant

staffing numbers were changed a number of times

after execution of the contract. Some -- you

know, buildings would need to be added. There was

an emergency building for where the fire trucks
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are and all of the emergency equipment and things
like that was added one time on the owner's cost.
Things like that were changed that were not in the
original owner's cost budget.

Did Santee Cooper also have to perform any
projection of owner's cost?

No, not that I'm aware of. SCE&G was always
responsible for the operation of the plant.

So, 1f I understand it, SCE&G would have developed
the projections for owner's cost, but Santee
Cooper would be financially responsible for

45 percent of those costs when they actually came
into --

Yes, yes.

But to your knowledge, Santee Cooper never did an
independent estimate of what the owner's cost were
going to be?

Not that I'm aware of.

Are you aware of did anybody from Santee Cooper
work with Ron Clary or Duke Bell or Kevin Kochems
to put those original owner's estimates together?
I was there. ©No one else from Santee Cooper was
there.

And do you recall if you had any role in preparing

those numbers?
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A

Not directly. I mean, I do recall and I did not
directly have responsibility in preparing the
numbers.
And the original owner's costs that were projected
for the company, do you know whether those were
officially filed in front of the PSC?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

I'm not sure. At that time, I was Santee Cooper
and I wasn't keeping up with what SCE&G was filing
and not filing.

Well, at the time that you came to work at SCE&G,
were you ever involved in any modifications of the
projected owner's costs that were filed with the
pPsScC»?

No.

Have you ever been told that Ron Clary instructed
that SCANA's owner's cost should be lowered than
what they had originally calculated?

Yes.

And how did you hear that?

I heard that from both Kevin Kochems and Duke
Bell.

And approximately when would you have heard that?
Oh my goodness. In the maybe 2006/2007 timeframe.

So you were still at Santee Cooper?

Inc. OOOMOO

www.thompsonreporting.com

Thompson Court Reporting,

Page 48 of 345

48

21§ Jo 8 abed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

A I was Santee Cooper then, yes.
Q Okay. And how did this come up?
A Just in general discussion of the project costs.

You know, as we were justifying the project, we
spent a lot of time on developing a cost for the
project.

Q Okay. And I want to get as much detail as I can
about how you became aware of Ron Clary's request

to lower those cost projections?

A It was just a conversation. I mean, I don't know
how to
0 Okay. And this would have occurred in the

'06/'07 timeframe?

A Yes.

Q And what was your understanding of the impact of
having the owner's cost projection lowered like
that?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A It makes the project look better.
Q How?
A Because it had to be justified on cost. If you

had lower owner's cost, then the project would
look better compared to other alternatives.
Q And what would those other alternatives be?

A Gas, probably a combined cycle gas turbine plant
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or purchased power, I would assume.
Q Because it's my understanding that the owner's

cost projections would eventually be part of the

PSC filing. 1Is that your understanding as well?
A Yes.
0 And I just want to make sure I'm clear on when
Mr. Clary -- or when you were informed by Mr.

Kochems and Mr. Belle that Ron Clary had

instructed to lower these owner's costs, was he --
do you believe this was an honest disagreement

about what they should be?

A Yes.
Q Okay. And elaborate on that.
A I think what was happening at that time was

Westinghouse was providing SCE&G with projected
numbers of people to operate and maintain the
plant. And there was some disagreement among the
people involved at that time as to how many people
it would take to run the plant. And so that's
what -- that was the basis. Westinghouse was
giving one number and other people at SCE&G were
looking at how many people were at VC Summer Unit
One and the numbers in the different departments
and things like that. And there was some

disagreement among those groups as to how many
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people it would really take to run a plant. And I

guess it's a matter of opinion. There had never
been an AP1000 built and operated, so nobody
really knew how many people it would take to run
it and maintain it.

And the dispute was, or the difference was,
Westinghouse believed there would be a higher
number --

No. Westinghouse believed it would be lower
numbers.

Oh, Westinghouse believed there would be lower
numbers?

Yes. That was one of their selling points of the
plant, is fewer people to operate it because it
had more modern control systems and the
maintenance would be easier on a lot of the
equipment and things like that. So it could
produce the same amount of power with fewer
people.

Okay. Have you ever participated in the
preparation of any filing of testimony with the
PSC?

Yes.

In what role?

Primarily just an advisory role. The testimonies
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would be prepared and we would have a meeting in a
room similar to this, people sitting around a
table with the draft of the testimony. We would
read through the draft and discuss, you know, the
validity of the information that was in the
testimony and whether it could be said in another
way better or whatever. But in general, the
testimony was already prepared and this was just
like a review session of the draft.

Have you ever given any testimony to the PSC?

No.

Did you have any role in the original application
to the PSC for the initial approval of the nuclear
plants?

No.

Did you have any role in the NRC license
applications?

Just providing the input for Santee Cooper's
portions of it. For example, transmission lines.
Santee Cooper transmission lines had to be -- all
the environmental work done. And that information
was provided for the NRC license.

And what about any role in the EPC contract
negotiations?

Yes.
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Q

All right. Give us, as best as you can, your
summary of your involvement.

That was two years of involvement.

Okay.

But we had almost as many attorneys in the room as
we have here today, and representing all of the
entities: Westinghouse, Shaw at that time, Santee
Cooper, and SCE&G. And the EPC contract was just
hammered out over months of meetings and arguments
and disputes and --

Was there a particular area that you had a
responsibility for or --

No. Didn't have a responsibility for any
particular area.

Had you, at Santee Cooper, participated in the
negotiation of EPC contracts on other types of
plants before?

Yes.

And can you give me an example of --

Santee Cooper's normal process of construction did
not use EPC contracts, but with the Rainey
Generating Station, which was a General Electric
combined cycle gas turbine site, we did have an
EPC contract for the power block, we called it,

which was the gas turbines, the steam turbine, the
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heat recovery steam generator, the power plant
itself, that we awarded that through an EPC
contract with General Electric. And I was
involved in the negotiation of that contract and
responsible for managing the GE portion of the
station.
What time frame would that have been?
Roughly 1999 til 2003.
What would you say would be the most significant
differences between the EPC relationship and the
Rainey Generation Station and the VC Summer
situation?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I'm not sure of the --
I just was wondering if there was anything that
struck out -- or stuck out to you as different in
the way that the EPC contracts were handled.

MR. CHALLY: Same objection.
Not really. I mean, of course, the VC Summer EPC
was much larger. I mean, the Rainey Station EPC,
if I remember correctly, was in the $300 million

range for the total project and VC Summer was

originally over $6 billion. So you get an idea of
the order of magnitude there. But EPC contracts
are different animals. The contractor is
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responsible. You know, he's -- it's almost a
turnkey concept. So the contractor is responsible
for doing the design, procuring the equipment and
constructing it.
We're getting ready to talk -- I'm getting ready
to shift into the topic of the Westinghouse
bankruptcy, but before I do, at the time of the
EPC negotiations, were there ever any discussions
about a potential of Westinghouse going bankrupt?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Not as something that was expected, but you always
have to consider that as a possibility. So, you
know, it was not an unusual amount of discussion
over 1t because of the size of the contract or
anything, but whenever you're having a contract
you should always have some way to terminate the
contract, you know, for either party. Or if there
is a bankruptcy, what are you going to do. It's
just a good practice to follow.
And do you recall if there was any particular
aspect of the EPC contract that was intended to
address that potential?
Yes.
And what was that?

That was the proprietary material that
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Westinghouse owned regarding the design. There
was —-- we called it a lockbox. I'm not sure
really what it was -- the real name of it is. But

Westinghouse was supposed to put information in
that box somewhere to allow SCE&G to finish the
construction if for some reason Westinghouse were
to pull out. And we paid for that box. And I
assume Westinghouse put all the materials in
there. It was not available to us unless there
was an event, you know, a triggering event that
caused us to go to get that material.

So, as I understand it, part of the EPC contract
had provided that the intellectual property, kind
of how to run the things, the computers and very
different -- various different elements of the
plant would be put into this lockbox so that if,
for some reason, Westinghouse was unable to
perform, SCANA could access it?

Well, how to construct it.

How to construct it?

How to construct it, right. It was the
intellectual property regarding the construction
and all of the -- the NRC requires a bunch of
calculations and computer models and all that sort

of thing that normally the owner would not have
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access to unless for some reason Westinghouse was
not there anymore and you needed it to finish
constructing the plant.

0 What about any financial -- I mean, that's an
intellectual property, I guess, protection. What
about financial protections? Anything in the
contract designed to --

A I don't recall. 1It's possible. 1It's been a while
since I read that contract, but I don't recall
anything for financial issues regarding
bankruptcy.

0 Do you recall if there was ever any discussion of

having a performance bond in place?

A Yes.
Q All right. Tell me what you recall about that?
A What I recall about that was Westinghouse and

Shaw, at the time, saying, "Sure, we'll have a

performance bond, but you're going to pay for it."
And it would be very expensive. So, I mean, that
was pretty much an owner's decision to not require

the performance bond because the cost was

exorbitant.
Q But you recall those discussions occurring and
Shaw and Westinghouse not paying -- or not saying

they would pay for it, but, you know, SCANA was
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welcome to do so?
A Sure.
) And do you know if SCANA undertook to evaluate the

options of getting a performance bond?

A I don't recall, but I don't think they seriously
did.

Q And why would you feel that way?

A Because the cost was so enormous it would -- I

mean, I don't know what the cost would have been,
but I was told that, you know, it was a cost we
couldn't stand to get a bond for a $6 billion
construction project.

0 Do you know who at SCANA would have looked at the

potential of getting a performance bond?

A I would assume their risk-management, but that's
just an assumption. I really don't know.
Q And if you were going to go ask somebody at SCANA

to try to find that information out, who would be
the person you would ask to see if that was done?

A There was a gentleman there named Mark Cannon, but
he's not there anymore.

Q Okay.

A I think he was over -- you know, remember, at that
time, I was Santee Cooper and not SCE&G, so I

didn't know a lot of the internal behind the
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scenes SCE&G things going on. But I would start
with Mark Cannon.

0] I know it's been a while and I'm just curious to
know if you ever heard of any figures of

approximate cost of what a performance bond would

A I don't recall ever hearing.

0 Besides the discussion about a performance bond,
any other I guess what I would call sort of
financial protection mechanisms in the EPC
contract negotiations that could address a

potential contractor bankruptcy?

A I don't think so.
Q What about the Toshiba guarantees, the parental
guarantees that ended up being -- I guess that

ended up getting paid after the bankruptcy. Do
you recall discussions about those?
A Those discussions were primarily at the time we

negotiated the fixed-price agreement.

0 Okay. And what was that time frame?
A 2015, maybe October 2015.
Q Well, as we've been discussing, eventually

Westinghouse did declare bankruptcy in March
of 2017.

A Yes.
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Q

A

b

>0

You were no longer employed at SCANA at that time?
Correct.

How did you first hear about Westinghouse's
bankruptcy? Newspaper or somebody call you?
Newspaper or television news or something. I
don't -- nobody called me and told me that.
Frankly, after I left the project, I tried to
forget about it.

And why was that?

Why did I try to forget about it?
Yeah.

I left with a bad taste in my mouth. I was not
pleased with the way things were going.

Well, I want to give you the opportunity to
explain what you mean by that.

The schedules were continuously pushing out, as we
discussed earlier this morning. They were not
meeting their performance efficiencies; schedule
was pushing out and continually made promises that
they didn't keep, as far as improvements. You
could look at their month-to-month performance and
if you drew a line on their performance, it would
be 2030 or later before they finished the plant.

And everybody was still moving forward and acting

like they were going to finish it in 2020.
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Q When you said "everybody" in that last statement,
I want to understand who you mean by everybody was
acting like it would be done in 20207

A The management of the contractor and the
management of SCE&G.

Q But based on the -- and did you actually do that
work? Did you look at the actual historical

performance data-to-date and figure what a

realistic completion date would be?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Yes.
Q And take us through what your conclusions were.
A I don't remember the specific dates, but it was

certainly in the late 2020 to 2030 timeframe,
unless performance was to show a drastic
their

improvement. And what was happening,

performance was not improving. The time was going
by so the curve to finish the plant was getting
steeper and steeper and steeper to the point of,
you know, you would have to put 20,000 people on

the site to get the number of man hours on the

project in the time left to finish.

0 And would SCANA management have been aware of that
situation?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
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A Yes.

Q And how do you know they would have been aware?
MR. CHALLY: Same objection.

A Because they said in meetings where I presented

that information. Or I didn't present it, I would

dispute with the people from the contractor who

were saying they were going to finish on time, and

I would say you're not going to finish on time.

If you take your performance that you're doing

right now and you carry it out, it's Jjust simple

math. When are you going to finish, because
you're not going to finish when you're saying you
are. And management would be in that same
meeting.

Q And did the contractor ever come back with a
satisfactory explanation to your opinion about how
they were going to make this change?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A No.

Q Did they try to ever give any, I guess, concrete

examples of what they were going to do different?
MR. CHALLY: Same objection.

A No.

Q Did you ever have any discussions then afterwards

with management about that schedule and your
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conclusion that it would be the late 2020s or
2030s?
MR. CHALLY: Same objection.
A The discussion with my immediate supervisor and

Carlette Walker.

Q And who was your immediate supervisor?

A Skip Smith.

Q And describe what you recall about those
discussions.

A There's no dispute. It was an agreement. I mean,
it was clear that -- you know, I used to say Ray

Charles could have seen it because it was so
obvious, but nobody wanted to do anything about
it.

A}

Q When you say "nobody," who would you include in
that list of people who could have done something
about it?

A It would have to be the management of SCE&G.

0 And the individuals we talked about earlier, Mr.
Addison, Mr. Byrne, Mr. Marsh?

A Primarily that would be Steve Byrne and Kevin
Marsh. I don't know that Jimmy Addison is a
financial -- he was the CFO at the time. I don't

really know what he could have done, but

Q When you made the statement or when you recall
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having made the statement that "Ray Charles could
see it," I just want to be clear on our record,
what is the "it" you would consider that even Ray
Charles could see?
The performance curves and the absurdity of
finishing the project on schedule at the current
rates of performance.
And approximately what time frame are we talking
about this going on?
I guess it really became obvious in the 2015/2016
time frame when the time was getting so close that
there was not enough. You know, it just became
unreasonable to think that a -- the change
required to finish on time could be implemented.
And was there any triggering event or study or
work that occurred in that timeframe that, I
guess, brought this to a head?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I guess the Bechtel study. But everybody wants to
draw attention to the Bechtel study. There were
people in the project who knew everything that was
in the Bechtel study before Bechtel ever showed up
on site.
When did they show up on site?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
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A

I'm not sure when they showed up. I was not
involved at all in that study.
But as I understand it, you don't believe the
Bechtel study brought any new information to those
people actually on the site?
Very little.
What is your understanding of some of the major
issues that Bechtel discussed in their study?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I don't -- I've never read the Bechtel study.
Okay. We had discussed you learning of
Westinghouse's bankruptcy, I guess through press
reports?
Yes.
What thoughts went through your head when you
heard about it? What was your reaction?
Disaster. The project, there's no -- the only
thing left for that project was the fixed-price
agreement. And when we negotiated that
fixed-price agreement, it was like the last ray of
hope that the project could be finished was if
Toshiba was going to stand behind it and truly
take a loss on the project to be able to finish it
and sell other plants. That was the argument that

we were presented with. They knew they were not
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going to make money on this, on VC Summer and
Vogtle. But their plan was to complete these
projects, have successful plants, and then sell
other plants around the world. And that's the
only concept that would have made it a success for
Toshiba, Westinghouse, SCE&G or Southern Company,
for that matter, was for Toshiba to take a loss
and finish the plants in accordance with their
agreements. And the bankruptcy shot that hope
dead because that got Toshiba out of the
agreement.
Let me ask if you recall whether the potential for
either a Westinghouse or a Toshiba bankruptcy was
discussed when the fixed-price agreement was being
negotiated?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I don't recall any discussions of it. It was
mentioned as an obvious flaw in the plan, but I
don't recall any -- there were no serious
discussions of a bankruptcy that I participated
in.
When you say it was mentioned as a serious flaw in
the plan, can you give me an idea of who may have
been having those discussions?

Again, those were not discussions. They were --
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it was a more or less, you know, this is a great
deal as long as Toshiba is willing to stand behind
it, and if they were to declare bankruptcy, that
would get them out of it. I mean, you know, and
that was the extent of the discussion that I
participated in.

Earlier when we were talking about the EPC, we
talked about potential financial protections that
could be put in place in anticipation.

Right.

Was there anything like a performance bond again
discussed at this time?

No, not that I recall. We did get an increased
parental guarantee at that time. And I don't
recall how much it was increased, I just recall it
was increased.

And if I -- if you wanted to find more information
about the parental guarantee aspect of that
negotiation, who would you talk to? I mean who
would you call up and say, hey, I want to find out
more about --

I don't know what -- what's the question? What do
you need to find out?

How the negotiations went about on choosing a

price or a -- selecting --
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A

Q

Of the value of the parental guarantee?

Yeah.

I guess you would probably have to talk to maybe
Kevin Marsh and Lonnie Carter. I think they were
the ones that were

After the Westinghouse bankruptcy became public,
did you either contact or were you contacted by
any of the -- of your former coworkers at the site
to discuss the bankruptcy?

Not specifically. I mean, we had contact because
I occasionally do talk to them, but I don't recall
any specific discussions of the bankruptcy or the
effects of the bankruptcy or anything like that.
Earlier when we were talking about the EPC
negotiations and the lockbox for the intellectual
property to be able to finish the construction,
after the Westinghouse bankruptcy, have you -- did
you have any discussions with any of your former
coworkers about the potential for SCANA to finish
the construction project?

No.

Have you ever had any discussions with any of
Westinghouse employees about the bankruptcy?

No. In fact, I've not had any discussions with

any Westinghouse employees about anything. I
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don't think I've seen one since I left the

project.
Q And what was the date that you left?
A July of 2016, end of July. I don't recall if it

was the last day of July, but it was like the last
Friday of July 2016.
Q And how did you come to leave the project or leave

employment at SCE&G?

A I resigned.
Q I guess I want to hear your story on how your
resignation came to be. Was it you had reached a

certain age? You know, I turned X age, I'm
retiring or --

A I could. The last year I was at SCE&G, I worked
part time. My goal was during that part-time
period was for Skip to find somebody to take my
place and for me to train them and leave. And
that goal was conceived in sometime in 2015.

Q What brought about conceiving that goal?

A Several things. Number one is I have an
89-year-old mother who lives alone in Charleston
who needs assistance occasionally. She's also a
customer of SCE&G, by the way. At that -- in
2015, she was experiencing some health issues and

that's why I went part time was to spend time with
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her helping her out, getting her to recover. And
I always had the goal and plan of moving back to
Charleston. I've not done it yet. I still live
up here in Columbia, but -- or the Charleston
area. I've got two daughters that live down there
as well. Four grandchildren down there. My wife
spends a lot of time down there and she wants to
move down there, but -- so, you know, all of that
plays in. The number one reason that I left is
because I could. I was retired from Santee
Cooper. I was approaching the magical age of
59-and-a-half and didn't need to work anymore.
Prior to you leaving, was Fluor brought onto the
project?

Just prior to my departure. They were brought on
in January of 2016 and I left in July.

Did you have any involvement with on-boarding
Fluor onto the project?

During the period of November and December 2015, I
took part in an off-site exercise with Fluor in an
effort -- I don't remember how many teams there
were, something like 15 or 17 teams, that were
developed to improve processes and the way things
were going on the project. And I happened to be

placed on the project controls team and I worked
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A

directly with Fluor and Westinghouse off-site for
most of the month of November and about half of
December 2015.

What was Fluor's role going to be on the VC Summer
project?

Fluor was coming in as the contractor for
Westinghouse, as opposed to a partner which was
the way CB&I -- it was structured as a partner
relationship. Fluor was coming in as a contractor
working under the direction of Westinghouse to do
the construction of the project.

Do you know if Fluor ever performed any type of
estimate as a cost to complete the project before
it began work?

Not before they began work.

Okay.

I assume they did. And I've heard that they did
do a cost to complete estimate after they started
work. But when they came onto the project they
were still operating with the CB&I/Westinghouse
cost estimate.

Well, who would you have heard that Fluor may have
completed its own cost to complete estimate? How

would you have gotten that information?
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one of the reasons that the project was eventually
canceled was because the Fluor cost estimate was
more than -- and actually probably the reason that
Westinghouse went bankrupt was because of that
estimate.
Explain what you mean by that.

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
When Fluor prepared their cost estimate -- and
this is all an assumption because I was not there.
I don't know, but I would assume that Fluor
performed a cost estimate and saw that the cost
was much greater than the fixed-price agreement
that Westinghouse had executed, and Westinghouse
says we're not willing to take that much of a
loss, so we're going to declare bankruptcy. That
is pure conjecture, but a rational person would
assume that that's what happened.
If you wanted to find out more information about
Fluor's cost to complete work, like who prepared
it, how it was done and what basis they use for
their calculation, who would you talk to?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I have no idea.
If you wanted to try to find that out from

somebody at SCANA, who would you call at SCANA to
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say, hey, who do -- who knows at Fluor what they
did?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I'd probably start with Kevin Kochems, but I have
no interest and don't know.

Q Okay. Do you remember any approximate dollar
figure of what the Fluor cost to complete was?

A I have no idea.

Q Was Fluor coming on board related to the switch to

the fixed-price contract?

A Yes.
Q Can you describe how?
A Yes. In the time period when the fixed-price

contract was negotiated, the partners, CB&I and
Westinghouse, were fighting with each other more
than they were fighting with us. And I think they
came to a separate agreement that CB&I would exit
the project. The problem was CB&I could not exit
the project without the owner's approval because
of the joint and several liability in the
contract. So the two parties -- it's my
understanding because I was not there for the
meeting, but I understand that Westinghouse and
CB&I came to the management of Santee Cooper and

SCE&G and said here's the deal: CB&I wants out;
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we want them out; what can we do to get you to
agree to let CB&I exit the project. And that was
the birth of the fixed-price agreement.

Q So

A So Westinghouse gave us a fixed-price contract and
we gave CB&I permission to exit the project. And
Fluor came in as the constructor at that time.

0 And the amount of the fixed-price contract, as we
discussed earlier, it's your understanding was for
an amount dramatically less than the actual cost
to complete it?

A That was my belief at the time, yes. We actually
did an analysis that compared many -- options is
not the right word, but possibilities,
eventualities of price. And almost all of the
possibilities came out higher than the fixed-price
contract. And that's how we justified the
fixed-price contract.

0 Let me make sure I understand that. These would
have been persons at SCE&G making an analysis of
the possibilities of what the price of a

fixed-price contract should be?

A No. We had an offer of what the fixed-price was.
Q Okay.
A But we did an analysis to determine whether that
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was a good price or not.

0 Okay.

A If our eventualities of prices came out less than
the fixed-price contract, then you wouldn't

execute a fixed-price contract. But almost all of

the -- we did a Monte Carlo analysis. And almost
all of the results were higher than the
fixed-price.

Q Give me an idea of how that analysis was
undertaken by SCANA, the different possible
prices. Did y'all form a team? What did y'all --
how did y'all do that?

A Well,

they used our cost model, the cost model

that we discussed earlier today, and we gave that
model to the -- I'm not sure what the name of the
group 1is, but it's Dr. Lynch's group at SCE&G.
Joe Lynch and his folks did the statistical
analysis to --
(Interruption)
A So they used our cost model, the NND cost model,
and applied a statistical analysis with that
model. And I don't know if it was a team or might
have been two people that work under Joe Lynch at
SCE&G.
0 All right.

Well, let me make sure I'm keeping all
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my models straight and everything else.

Sure.

If I understand it, there was the Westinghouse
cost model that we discussed where they were going
to be getting done in around the 2020 timeframe?
Right.

There was the numbers that you and others had come
up with that projected it more closer to 2030
timeframe?

That was not in the model.

That's what I'm asking.

Okay.

Which model were you using or whose model were you
using to do the analysis?

We were using the NND Cost Model, the same thing
that I went over with the FBI in the interview
that day. And there's surprisingly very few
variables in that model.

Okay.

And the analysis group did a statistical analysis
of changing those variables, what -- you know,
what's the most likely, what's the least likely
outcome. And that's how they came up with the
projected cost above the fixed-price.

Now, 1is that NND cost model, was that the same
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cost model that was used to prepare the numbers
submitted to the PSC?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A The numbers submitted to the PSC did not come out
of the model. The numbers submitted to the PSC
came from Westinghouse and CB&I. Those were
contractor numbers; those were not owner numbers.

Q But at the time that the PSC -- or the numbers
were submitted to the PSC, did SCANA have this NND
cost model in place and available?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Yes.

Q Do you know why the Westinghouse numbers were
submitted to the PSC instead of the numbers from
SCANA's NND cost model?

A I know one reason that was given to me. And that
reason was that if we were to submit a cost higher
than the cost that our contractor told us they
would finish the project for, it would, in effect,
be a contingency. And the Public Service
Commission had ruled against any form of
contingency on the project. So when you have a
contractor who is giving you a price to build
something, if you've been told you can't have a

contingency, which I think is ridiculous, then you
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have no choice but to submit the cost that your
contractor is telling you he's going to finish the
project for.
But you would agree that --
Does that make sense?
Yes, I see where you're going with that. And I
just want to make sure though that the numbers
that we're talking about that Westinghouse
submitted as their numbers to complete, those were
different than the numbers that SCANA had
calculated on its own?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Yes.
And under all the different various models that
you ran, 1is it accurate to say that the numbers
Westinghouse were submitting to you were too low
for the actual cost of completion?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
If you input the same variables into our model
that Westinghouse used in developing their costs,
you would come out with the same costs that
Westinghouse provided. There was some judgment
applied. For example, in the Westinghouse cost
they told us they were going to have a performance

factor of 1.15, which means that they would
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complete all of their work at 115 percent or less
of the estimated time in the original cost
estimate. Well, historically, they had never even
come close to a 1.15 performance factor. So we
used more reasonable performance factors, in our
opinion, more realistic performance factors which
would result in a higher cost. But all the while
the contractors were telling us we will finish
this project with a 1.15 performance factor.

And the numbers that you understand were submitted
to the PSC were based on the 1.15 performance
factor?

Yes.

Even though historically that had never been
accomplished?

Yes, but that doesn't mean that they were never
going to do it. Do you understand what I'm
saying? It's not likely.

Yeah. Well, what was your personal belief about
whether it was doable or not?

I don't think it was doable, my personal opinion.
But there were other people that had the opinion
it was.

Who would that have been?

Other people weighing into the decision. I'm sure
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Alan Torres, Ron Jones, you know, other people
higher than me at SCE&G were saying it's
reasonable, they're going -- you know, they're
going to come in and make changes and meet their
performance. I'm always a glass half empty kind
of guy, and I didn't think they were going to do
it.

During the time that there was negotiation and
eventual switch to the fixed-price contract, were
there any discussions of any of -- I guess -- I
would imagine there had to have been discussion of
the benefits and risks of this switch. Is that
fair to say?

Yes.

And what do you recall being sort of touted as the
benefits and what do you recall being highlighted
as the risks?

The benefits obviously were coming up with a cap
on the cost of the plant. The risk was having a
contractor who was not going to stand behind the
agreement.

And that eventually happened with the Westinghouse
bankruptcy?

That eventually happened with the Westinghouse

bankruptcy.
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Q Have you ever heard any discussions or, I guess,
speculation about whether the switch to the
fixed-price contract actually contributed to the
Westinghouse bankruptcy?

A I've never heard anything about that, but I think
it's a rational conclusion.

Q And can you explain why you believe that would be
a rational conclusion?

A Because had they not switched to a fixed-price
contract, they were guaranteed to always make a
profit no matter how much the plant cost. But
once they agreed to the fixed-price, that put
Westinghouse on the hook and their guaranteed
profit was gone, vaporized.

Q I'm having a -- and I'm just having difficulty
understanding the benefits of the switch to the
fixed-price contract for Westinghouse. I mean,

you mentioned letting -- they needed CBI switched

out for Fluor, but I guess I have -- can you tell
me what you understood to be the benefits to

Westinghouse --
MR. CHALLY: Object to the predicate and the
form of the question.

A The only benefit that I can see is getting out of

the agreement with CB&I. And we don't know -- we
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did not know at the time how bad that dispute was.
Apparently, it was pretty bad for them to be
willing to accept the fixed-price and as an
exchange.

Q Do you recall if anybody at SCANA was opposed to

switching to the fixed-price contract?

A I don't recall anyone being opposed to that.

Q And prior to finalizing the fixed-price
arrangement, you took part in using the - I want
to make sure I get it right. - the NND -- what do

we call it?

A Cost model.

0 Yes, NND cost model.

A Yes.

Q To determine whether it was a good deal for SCANA

to enter into?

A Yes.

Q And that's because in order to figure out if it
was a good deal or not, SCANA had to know what it
would actually cost to finish the project?

A Correct.

Q And in making that calculation, they did not rely
on the Westinghouse numbers that were submitted to
the PSC for cost of completion?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
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A

The Westinghouse numbers that were submitted to
the PSC for cost completion were a year prior to
the fixed-price negotiation.
Okay.
So we did not use the Westinghouse numbers, and it
would not have been appropriate to use
Westinghouse numbers.
Any reason not to use them as appropriate besides
that they were a year old at that time?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
No. Other than the fact they used the 1.15
performance factor, which was becoming all more
unlikely a year later.
In the year since those numbers were generated,
the PF factor didn't get any better. Is that what
you're saying?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Yes.
Did it, in fact, get worse?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I believe it did. I can't say for sure because I
don't recall the exact numbers. But I believe
that the cumulative performance factor did get
worse over that period.

And at that time, would it also have been true
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that the anticipated schedule for completion would
have also been out of whack, to use a layman's
terms, as supposed to, you know, Jjust as the cost
would have been?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I don't understand the question, honestly.
Q It's probably because it's a terrible question.
But the -- in addition to the PF factor of 1.15

being a basis of the Westinghouse numbers, the
performance since that date, the schedule also was

continuing to be impacted by the performance, so

A Obviously, yes.

Q So a year later whenever you're looking at the
fixed-price arrangement, the --

A In fact, the schedule was changed with the
fixed-price arrangement. I don't remember the
details of the dates, but the schedule was pushed
out at the time of the fixed-price arrangement
and -- the performance factor does not directly
affect your time in the schedule because you can
always bring more people on. If it's taking you
twice as long to do something, you can double the
amount of people and get it done in the same

amount of time.
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Q

A

How would the cost for that be -- be allocated?
The cost would double, if you doubled your
performance. If it took you twice as long to do
it, the cost would double, but your time would be
the same. But if you have a fixed-price
agreement, the cost is no longer relevant to the
owner because we have a fixed-price, it's just a
matter of whether they can get enough people to
get the job done.

So prior to the fixed-price agreement, if SCANA
had wanted to push for a doubling of the workforce
to double or to half -- cut in half the PF factor
That doesn't change the PF factor. The PF factor
stays the same.

Okay.

You just get the work done on time.

Okay.

And it would have cost the owner twice as much.
So that would have been the labor under the
agreement prior to the fixed-price situation,
SCANA --

Target price.

Target price.

Time and material, for a layman's term.
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Q

Okay. And that -- the risk associated with the
labor PF factor was born by the owner?
That's correct.
That was SCANA?
That's correct. After the fixed-price, the risk
for the labor cost was born by the contractor.
That's why the fixed-price was a good deal.
Just to be clear, that's not -- there are some
limitations on that as far as, for instance, when
you talk about doubling the number of people --
Oh, absolutely.
You can't put them all in the same --

MR. CHALLY: Object to form of the question.
You can't put them all the same room. If you only
have limited space, you can't just say we're going
to double the workforce --
You can't necessarily hire them.

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
And why 1is that?

MR. CHALLY: Same objection.
You have to have the availability of resources.
At that time, CB&I was having a hard time hiring
people to staff the project. So every time they
would hire, they would need 20, they would hire

ten and loose three. So, you know, it takes you a
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long time. And they could not ever reach their
number of people that they needed to do the
construction.
Was that an issue from the beginning of the
project or did that arise at some point during the
project?
That was an issue from the first day of the
project.
That CB&I was not able to actually hire --
Shaw at the beginning.
Oh, Shaw. Okay.
Yes.
In other words, they -- if I understand what
you're saying, your understanding was that it
wasn't an unwillingness to hire these people, they
just were not able to find them?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
It was my understanding they were not able to
find -- the biggest problem, believe it or not,
was the passing of drug tests. When half of your
people show up to the site and can't pass a drug
test, you have a hard time staffing a project.
And I don't know what the exact numbers were, but
it was astounding at the number of people failing

the drug tests to work on the site.

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

21§ 4o /8 8bed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1O3 13



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

Q

Just as a general question, the drug test, was
that something all persons on the site had to take
or only the contractors?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

Everyone on the site had to pass a drug test.
So were you yourself drug tested?

Absolutely.

Was the management of SCANA ever drug tested?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

I'm sure they were. Anybody that works on a site
under the control of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission has to pass a drug test. It's not a
SCANA requirement, although it is, but it was an
NRC requirement.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Y'all want to take a break?
We've been going longer than an hour. Take a
break and get sandwiches?

MR. CHALLY: That's fine.

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the end of tape number
two in the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're
off the record at 12:29 p.m.

(Off the Record)

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is tape number three in

the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the
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record at 1:19 p.m.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Okay. Mr. Browne, when did the switch to the
fixed-price agreement take place?

October of 2015.

And what impact --

Well, that's when we executed it. I guess it
really took place January of -- January lst I
think was the effective date.

Okay. And if I understand it correctly, the
contract gave SCANA the option to switch to a
fixed-price arrangement?

Yes.

And you're saying that that was exercised in
October of 201572

The contract was executed in October. I can't

remember when the switch was made. But it was

the reason it was done in that manner is because

there was a cost increase, and the cost increase

could not be approved without getting approval

from the Public Service Commission. So we had to

do it in steps.
Okay.

We executed it without option knowing we were
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going to exercise the option unless there was
something really drastic was to happen. And then
we exercised that option. And I don't recall, I
guess 1t was probably November that the option was
exercised.

And was it everybody's understanding that the
option would be exercised? You Jjust had to set it
up in stages in order to get it approved by the
PSC?

Yes. Well, if the PSC had not approved it, it
wouldn't have been exercised. But that was the
intent.

Okay. And what impact did the switch have on the
amount of money SCANA was paying monthly to
Westinghouse? Did it go up, did it go down, or
did it stay the same?

The way the contract was structured, the
fixed-price, there was a period of several

months -- and I can't remember how many months it
was that we were to be making a lump sum payment
in lieu of milestone payments. And those payments
were -- there was a little bit of disagreement
within our company about that, but we agreed to
pay, I think it was $100 million a month. I can't

remember for sure how much it was, which was
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probably about 40 million more than what we had
been historically paying per month. And during
that period, we were supposed to agree to a
milestone payment schedule which would have
construction milestones to be completed and
dollars associated with those milestones to be
paid. And I left in July of '1l6, and the
milestone payment schedule had not been agreed
upon at that time because we were disputing with
the contractor over the milestones and the dollars
associated with the milestones. What we were
trying to do was see that we did not get upside
down, if you would, on making more payments than
the work had been completed to justify.

Okay. So -- and I just want to make sure I'm
understanding your testimony, the -- SCANA was
paying a varying amount every month before the

exercise of the fixed-price agreement?

Yes. Yes.
And --
Typically in the 50 to -- probably 50 to

$70 million a month. Occasionally there might be
an outlier where there might be a hundred, but
then after the execution of the fixed-price, I

think the first six months were $100 million a
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month. I can't remember exactly what that was.

Q All right. I want to jump back in time from that
period to when the project began. Obviously,
there was some what I would call the original cost

projections for the project.

A Okay.
@) And those were filed with the PSC, correct?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A Yes.
Q And based on your recollection, from the beginning

of the project, how many times was the projection
for the cost of completion changed?

A I couldn't tell you. If you recall, the first
three years of the project, I was working for
Santee Cooper. I didn't keep up with it.

Q Okay.

A And honestly, after I did go to work for SCE&G, I
didn't keep up with the PSC filings because that
was not my area, and I just didn't worry about
that.

0 Okay. Well, let me then switch to an area that I

do believe you were involved in, which was the EAC

team.
A Yes.
0 What does EAC stand for?
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Estimate at completion.
And --

It's total price, if you will.

beginning to end how much is the project going to

cost.

And was this a -- let me -- I want to make sure I

ask correctly.
the EAC team came to be?
Which team are you referring to?
or the contractor's team.
Okay. Well, let's start with each of them.

contractor's team,

Westinghouse?

That would have been Westinghouse and CB&I at that

time when the EAC was developed.

you're talking about the 2014 estimate. Is that
the one you're --
Well, is that the first EAC team -- EAC SCANA team

that you're aware of?
Yes.

Okay.

There was a team with Westinghouse and CB&I

developed the EAC.

that reviewed that EAC.

and we reviewed it and made comments to our
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management on the estimate.
Q What were you told or what did you understand to
be the reason Westinghouse undertook to create its
EAC?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A It's good project management to have an updated
estimate. Their estimates were not good at the
And for their benefit and for the owner's

time.

benefit, they undertook that effort, which was a

sizable effort. It took several months of I don't
know how many people working on that cost
estimate.

0 Well,

I guess, do you know if SCANA asked them to

undertake this? Did they come to SCANA and say
we're going to do this or was there an event that
everybody agreed,

okay, after this we're going to

A I'm not sure why. I don't know if there was an

event that kicked it off, honestly. I know we had

been asking for it for years.

Q When you say we --

A SCANA.

Q And anyone in particular pushing for it?
A I was pushing for it.

O

Okay. Did you have any allies with you saying we
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need to have an EAC process?

A Yes.

Q Who would have been —--

A My boss Carlette. That was my circle of influence
right there. I assume our management was wanting
an EAC as well, a cost, you know. It's just

another name for cost, project cost.
Q Okay. When was the EAC team -- and I'm going to

refer to the EAC team as the 2014 SCANA EAC team.

A Right.
Q When was that EAC team formed?
A Probably August timeframe of 'l5. It was around

the time we got the cost in from

Westinghouse/CB&I.

Q August 'l5 or August '14-?

A '14. I'm sorry, 'l4.

0 Okay. And who was on that team?

A That was Kevin Kochems, Margaret Felkel. I
believe Kyle Young was on there, I'm not sure.
And myself. And Marion Cherry was sort of an ad
hoc member. He was in and out.

0 How were those individuals selected?

A Our -- well, it was my job. It was Kevin's job.

The others, Margaret was in our contract

compliance group. She was put in on the team for
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a couple reasons, and I'm not sure, but to learn
how to do it because she was fairly young and
didn't have a lot of experience in that. And she
was on the team for that purpose. Kyle Young was
there to represent the construction group.

Was Sheri Wicker on that team?

I think she may have been. I can't recall for
sure.

And I want to get a feel for how long did the EAC
team operate?

About a month.

About a month.

Yeah.

And was this -- how often or how much of your
workday would have been devoted to the EAC work
during that month?

Practically all day during the month.

Okay. And would that be accurate for all the
members of the team?

Pretty much. Now, Marion was in and out. Kyle
Young was in and out. The rest of us spent, you
know, pretty much full-time on that several

days -- or for a month.

During your time at SCANA, did you ever

participate in any other projects similar to the
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EAC team?
I don't think so. I'm not going to say for sure
or not. I mean, our Jjob was really sort of like

that, so I did it for several years, but --

Okay.

-- not a focused group effort like the EAC team.
And if I understood what you said earlier, the --
I guess the starting point for the EAC team work
was the reception of Westinghouse's EAC?

Yes.

What were you provided from Westinghouse? Was it
a spreadsheet --

Multiple spreadsheets and backup information. And
what we did is we took the information from
Westinghouse. We spent probably a week or two
with it. Came up with gquestions and then we
conducted interviews of people within Westinghouse
with their project controls group and their
accounting group to come in and explain a lot of
the information that they had transmitted to us,
because some of it didn't make sense to us,
honestly.

Can you give me an example of that?

The way they did their cost estimates for labor,

we had to have someone from the project controls
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come in. And they had switched the categories of
work and we almost had to have a roadmap to show
how they changed from the original cost to the new
cost that was in the EAC, because they changed
numbers -- account numbers and things like that.

0 So this wasn't -- if I understand that, was there

an original EAC from Westinghouse?

A There was an original cost, yes.

Q Original cost, okay.

A Yes.

0 And did that have a name? When y'all referred to

that material, did that have a --
A It did, and I can't remember what it was.
0 Okay. Well, that's -- like I said at the very

beginning, if it comes to you later --

A Right.

Q -— Jjust interrupt and let me know.

A It had a -- it was the -- I don't know, cost
estimate. You know, I don't remember. It had a

name that we called it and we had it, but we had
the original file and then we got the EAC and the
two didn't match up directly because they had
changed some of their categories.

Q And that is what you had Westinghouse come in and

explain to you what they had done?
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A

Q

Yes. It was actually CB&I, not Westinghouse.
Okay.

Most of the cost that we were dealing with at that
time were CB&I cost, because the -- what we were
interested in was the target portion of the
contract. We didn't really care about the fixed
portion. But about 50 percent of the contract was
target price. And so the target price was
primarily a CB&I function, not a Westinghouse
function, at that time before Westinghouse took
over.

Okay. And when you say "target price," what does
that mean for somebody who's not in the business?
Target price is the T&M, time and material,
portion of the contract that had a target that was
set at the original date and modified up; it never
went down. But if they completed -- if the
contractor completed their work under the target,
they got a big portion of a bonus there.

Okay.

If they went over the target, then they went to a
minimum profit percentage. So -- but it was
basically a time and material piece of the
contract, so the risk was on the owner, but the

contractor stood to lose profit if he went over
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>

>0

that target.
Okay. So at the end of the month of the EAC team
work, what happened next?

We gave a presentation to our management.

And who actually delivered that presentation?

The whole team.

And who from management was there to receive 1it?
I remember specifically that Kevin Marsh was
there. Lonnie Carter from Santee Cooper was
there. Mike Crosby from Santee Cooper was there.
From SCANA, I believe Steve Byrne was there. But
it's been a while and I -- for some reason, I
don't think Jimmy Addison was there.

Okay. And --

Project manager, Ron Jones, was there.
Anyone else you remember?
Well, our NND management. I don't think Carlette
was there. I think she may have been out at that
time. But Skip Smith, my boss, was there.

And I believe I've seen a PowerPoint addressing
this --
Probably. We did have a PowerPoint of that.
Any materials besides the PowerPoint you recall

being prepared by the EAC team?

We did -- we had a spreadsheet that we developed
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that went along with the PowerPoint evaluating the
cost categories and showing our position on those
costs.

Q And what would you say was the overall conclusion
of the EAC team's work?

A Our conclusion was that CB&I had underestimated
the cost in a number of categories.

Q And can you give me an approximate number of how

underestimated you believe it was?

A I don't recall exactly, no. Less than a billion
dollars.

Q Less than a billion --

A Less than a billion, but it was a substantial
difference.

Q After the presentation to management, what

happened next with the EAC?

A Nothing.

Q Did the EAC team do anymore work, any follow-up?

A No.

Q What did -- what are you aware of management doing

with the EAC work?

A I'm not aware of them doing anything with it.

Q Did management ever follow up with the EAC team
wanting more information?

A No.
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Q Do you know if management used the EAC team work

to prepare any future PSC filings?

A They used the contractor's price. That's, you
know, what I was talking about earlier.
Westinghouse provided us with a price. And our

cost was higher and the position from our counsel
and management was that to file for a higher cost
would have been,

in effect, creating a contingency

on the project. What's critical to remember is
the actual cost to the owner was going to be what
the cost was and not what the contractor presented
as the cost, because it was a target -- it was a
time and material contract. So if he went over in

labor, they didn't have any skin in the EAC. The

risk was still on the owner.

Q Elaborate what you mean by that.

A If the cost exceeded the EAC, the owner still had
to pay it --

0 How is that --

A Because of the structure of the contract because
it was a target -- or a time and material based
contract.

Q Are you talking about prior to the switch to the

fixed-price?
A Yes. All of this was prior to the switch to the
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fixed-price.
Okay.
And that's why the fixed-price was such a good
deal and so important.
So prior to the fixed-price option, whether SCANA
was using the Westinghouse numbers or the EAC
numbers, they were still going to be responsible
for whatever the actual number was going to be?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Absolutely, yes.
After the -- do you know if there was ever a
second EAC team?
I don't recall there ever being one, other than
associated with the fixed-price,

you know,

negotiation. In a sense, we did the same thing a
year later.

And in those negotiations, SCANA did utilize the
EAC team's new nuclear cost projections?

Yes.

Do you remember having any conversations about the
EAC team's conclusions with Carlette Walker? You
mentioned she was at the presentation.

I don't think she was at the presentation.

Oh, you don't think she was at the presentation?

I don't think she was there.
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Q Okay.
A And yes, we did discuss it with Carlette.
Q And what do you recall about the substance of

those conversations?
A Just explained to her the difference between the
EAC is received from the contractor and what we

felt like was a better cost, which was higher.

Q And what do you recall if she had any reaction to
that?
A She was I guess a little concerned that we were

filing a lower number when we felt like the cost

was going to be higher.

Q Did she express those concerns to you?
A Yes.
Q Do you know if she expressed those in writing to

you? In conversation?
A Just conversation.
Q And as best as you can, can you recall any

specific exchanges about her concerns, what she

said?
A No, not really.
Q Did Santee Cooper participate in the EAC work? I

mean, I think you mentioned --
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Marion was involved. He was not full time on our
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team. He was involved and aware. I mean,
obviously, he worked on the model; he contributed
a lot to the model. That probably was his
greatest involvement. And they were present for
the presentation.

And I believe I asked you earlier, you, yourself,
have never given any testimony to the PSC?
Correct, I have not.

Did you ever participate in helping Carlette
Walker prepare her testimony for the PSC?

The way testimony was prepared, and I think we've
been through this before, but the outside counsel
for SCE&G would write a draft of testimony,
everybody's testimony. Then a group of people -
Sometimes I participated; sometimes not. - would,
in a conference room, show the words of the
testimony on the wall and discuss whether it was
accurate, not accurate and, you know, maybe change
words, change things around. But it was a group
effort to prepare all of the testimony that was
submitted with the filings.

And --

That would be for anyone who was giving testimony,
including Carlette.

Did Carlette Walker ever express to you concern
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about her 2015 testimony and the numbers being

submitted to the PSC?

A Yes.

0 Tell me what you remember about that.

A I just remember that she was not comfortable with
the lower numbers being filed as the -- you know,

the lower cost numbers being filed as opposed to
what the owner had developed as a cost.
Q Did she share that in these group effort meetings?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form. And I'm going
to instruct the witness not to answer. These are
meetings that involved SCANA lawyers, and I'm not
going to allow him to testify as to the substance
of communications that occurred in meetings
involving SCANA lawyers. If he has recollection
of a meeting or discussion with Carlette Walker
that excludes SCANA lawyers, he can answer the
question, but otherwise he can't.

MR. WEST: Well, first of all, let me say for
the record that I don't think it's your place to
instruct my witness about what he can and can't
answer.

MR. CHALLY: It is, Mr. West. It's SCANA's
privilege. And he, at the time of these meetings,

was a SCANA employee. So it is absolutely SCANA's
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role to carve out and protect it's own privilege
as we're doing.
Let me say something. And if I'm not supposed to
say you can erase it.
MR. CHALLY: No, no, no.
Carlette was not even present --
MR. CHALLY: Whoa --
-- when her testimony was being prepared.
MR. HALTIWANGER: Okay.
Can I say that?

MR. WEST: Yes.

BY THE WITNESS:

A

Carlette was dealing with problems. Her husband
had severe health issues, was in the hospital, in
Johns Hopkins, I believe. And she was not present
when her testimony was prepared.
Let me ask, were SCANA counsel involved in
preparing that testimony?
Yes.
Besides SCANA counsel who else was involved?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I don't recall everyone's name who was present.
Typically, there would have been somebody from the
regulatory group at SCANA, and business and

finance, project management. Typically, involved
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Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

in those meetings, SCANA inside counsel and SCANA
outside counsel.
and I

Q Okay. And I have to ask the question,

realize Mr. Chally may object.
MR. HALTIWANGER: I'll put on the record

that, you know, we've had a disagreement about
whether regulatory communications do or do not
qualify for attorney-client protection in this
situation, so I'm going to ask the gquestion in
anticipation of an objection, and then I'll let

Mr. Browne and his attorney discuss what they want

to do.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:
Q During the group discussion in preparing
Ms. Walker's testimony, for which she was not
present, were there disagreements about whether to
use the EAC numbers prepared by SCANA or the
Westinghouse numbers that were used?
A Yes.
MR. CHALLY: I move to strike the answer from
the deposition transcript. I'm instructing the

witness not to answer and divulge SCANA's

confidential attorney-client work product

Inc. OOOMOO
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information.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Mr. West, if you would want
to have a conference with your client.

MR. WEST: I would like to have an
off-the-record conference with him.

MR. HALTIWANGER: There's a conference room
right across the hall.

VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record at 1:47 p.m.

(Off the Record)

VIDEOGRAPHER: We're on the record at 1:57

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q

Mr. Browne, there's been a lot of press coverage
of what's been referred to as the Bechtel report
involved in the VC Summer project. Have you seen
some of that press coverage?

Yes.

Were you at SCANA when the Bechtel report was
being prepared?

Yes.

Did you have any interaction with the Bechtel
employees?

No.

Were you aware that Bechtel was on the site or
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>0 heg

@]

what -- were you aware that they were on the site?
Yes.

What was your understanding of what Bechtel was
doing?

It was my understanding that Bechtel was there to
evaluate the project management, evaluate the
construction contractors and make recommendations
for improvements to aid in completing the project
on schedule and budget.

And was that your understanding at the time or is
that something you learned later?

That was my understanding at the time.

And who informed you that that was going on?
Marion Cherry.

Were you ever interviewed by Bechtel?

No.

Were you ever told that there was a specific event
or occurrence that triggered the retention of
Bechtel?

No.

Were you aware of the Bechtel report and its
conclusions prior to seeing it in the press?

I knew there was a report. Well, I knew there was
a presentation. I don't think the original -- the

draft report was submitted. I knew there was a
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presentation. And then at some point in early of
2016, I did see a list of recommendations and was
tasked with responding to some of those
recommendations. I never did see a complete list
of recommendations or the Bechtel report.

How did you get that list --

From my supervisor.

(Interruption - Phone conference with

the Hon. John C. Hayes, III.)

MR. HALTIWANGER: Your Honor, this is Dan
Haltiwanger. We are in the middle of a deposition
of Ken Browne who was a SCANA employee for a
period during the construction of the VC Summer
plant. And we are on the topic of Carlette
Walker's testimony that was presented to the PSC
in 2015. I was asking Mr. Browne about the
preparation of that testimony. And, as background
so the question makes sense, and Mr. Chally will
have an opportunity to say whether this is an
accurate presentation or not, but there was a
gathering of SCANA employees that included --

THE COURT: Let me interrupt you just a

minute. Interestingly enough, I was working on
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Carlette. You know, I hadn't heard the motion and
I was working on that yesterday, and I read the --
her testimony about the presentation. I mean, you
can elaborate, but I think I know a little bit
about where you're going.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Okay. Well, she -- the
testimony was that Ms. Walker was not present for
the preparation of her testimony that was
submitted to the PSC.

THE COURT: Right.

MR. HALTIWANGER: And the question of the
numbers that were submitted to the PSC for the
cost of completion, the use of the numbers
prepared by SCANA's EAC or estimate at completion
team versus Westinghouse's numbers that were
submitted to SCANA came up. And I'll let the
court reporter read the question and then give
Mr. Chally an opportunity to address his
objection.

THE COURT: All right. Question.

MADAM COURT REPORTER: The question was,
"During the group discussion in preparing Ms.
Walker's testimony, for which she was not present,
were there disagreements about whether to use the

EAC numbers prepared by SCANA or the Westinghouse
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numbers that were used.

THE COURT: Mr. Chally.

MR. CHALLY: Yes, Your Honor, thank you. We
apologize for bothering you, but there is
testimony that this is a discussion, the specific
question relates to a discussion that involves
SCANA lawyers. And given that Mr. Browne received
information, was invited to that meeting because
he was an employee of the company and thus
information that was disclosed to SCANA's lawyers
in that context would remain privileged, we think
that discussions Mr. Browne may have had or may
have been exposed to in this meeting with SCANA
lawyers would be privileged. And so we believe
that that information shouldn't be disclosed.
I've made clear on the record that to the extent
Mr. Browne is familiar with discussions on this
topic that excluded lawyers, he is free to
disclose those answers or disclose those
communications throughout the deposition. So my
objection here is to questions that reveal
discussions that involve lawyers related to this
testimony.

THE COURT: Well, this wasn't in anticipation

of litigation or anything like that, I feel sure,
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but simply because the lawyers were present, being
with the submission of some testimony and the
figures involved that it becomes privileged. 1Is
that your position, Mr. Chally?

MR. CHALLY: No, sir. I do not believe that
just because discussions existed, that lawyers
were also familiar with, that necessarily makes
the information privileged, but the purpose of
this meeting is to finalize -- to work with
lawyers and to finalize draft testimony. And
those communications that are had in the presence
of lawyers so that those lawyers can provide
attorney-client privileged advice as to the
substance of the disclosures made to the PSC is,
in fact, privileged.

MR. HALTIWANGER: And --

THE COURT: All right, go ahead.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Well, Your Honor, I was
going to say I should have introduced Mr. West.
There is -- Mr. Browne has personal counsel here
as well. And I just want to make sure, since you
were not aware, that we gave him an opportunity if
he wanted to address the issue before I responded.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. WEST: Your Honor, this is John West from
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Moncks Corner representing Ken Browne. Our
position today -- Mr. Browne's position today is
is that he came here for the purpose of telling
the full and complete story as he understands it
and to truthfully answer questions. And he feels
like that this is a very fine legal, technical
point. And he feels constrained in his ability to
fully testify. And he disagrees with counsel that
this is privileged. And we disagree with

counsel's instruction that he not answer the

question.
MR. HALTIWANGER: And if -- and so that the
plaintiffs' -- this is Mr. Haltiwanger again. The

plaintiffs' position is that this was not
litigation anticipated discussions. This was
discussions for regulatory compliance. We don't
believe that such business advice from attorneys
qualify as attorney-client privileged material.
And that also I would put on the record, if this
was to go forward, we'll note it now, that we
believe the crime fraud exception would apply here
in light of the -- in light of the situation and,
therefore, we think that we should be able to ask
the witness what he recalls about these

discussions.
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THE COURT: All right. Well, what is the --
does anybody have a good plan as to how to wiggle
out of this at this point without -- I'm inclined,
Mr. Chally, to find that it is not privileged,
based on the limited information I have now. And,
quite frankly, this is done in the background of
having yesterday read the exact portion of the
testimony. In fact, I think I could spit out the
number that she said and the number that was given
because it's so fresh in my mind from yesterday.
But it doesn't sound like to me that it was done
in a legal setting. I don't know about crime
fraud exception. I mean, I do know what it is,
but I don't know about it in this situation. I
don't know how it's developed in this situation I
guess 1is what I'm saying as how we get there with
just the limited information that was given now.
But I'm going to rule that the witness will have
to answer the question, of course, truthfully.
And I'll do this, Mr. Chally, this is a very
awkward way to handle stuff, obviously, but I
will -- if you want to appeal my decision at this
point, I don't know whether you -- you know, how
you go about this, but I would suggest that if

SCE&G wants to get some quick ruling from an
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appellate court, that the deposition be adjourned
and reconvened after SCE&G has an opportunity to
do whatever it may want to do and whatever its
available options are at this time. And, quite
frankly, I don't know what there are, but

that's -- I'm going to require him answer to the
question.

MR. CHALLY: Thank you, Your Honor. I do
have one follow-up question. Part of our concern
in this regard is that the plaintiffs or others
involved in these proceedings would take any
testimony that we believe reveals privileged
information to work as a waiver of our ability to
claim privilege on any related information.

THE COURT: No, I don't consider -- I don't
consider this a waiver. A waiver would have to be
something that was initiated by you. And this was
something you have vigorously objected and
vigorously argued against. I don't consider --
I'm not granting any waiver. This is specific as
to this particular testimony on this date at this
time in the arena y'all are in. So I don't see
how that could constitute any kind of waiver. But
again, I'm not the final arbiter.

MR. CHALLY: I understand that. And part of

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 117 of 345

117

21640 /1| abed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company, et al.

the reason I raise that here on the record and
with all counsel present is to see whether anyone
intends to take the position that Mr. Browne
answering this line of questioning would work as a
waiver of SCANA's ability to claim privilege on
any other information.

THE COURT: Well, the limited power I have to
grant that at this point, I'm not sure exactly how
I do it. 1It's sort of moot at this time and
participatory ruling, but I don't consider this --
I don't consider my ruling -- I'm forcing him to
answer over defendant SCE&G's vehement objection.
And therefore, I can't conceive under any
circumstance how that would constitute a waiver.

MR. CHALLY: Okay.

THE COURT: But again, I haven't researched
it and I'm sitting in my children's --
grandchildren's playroom right now not with any
access to any great legal terms.

MR. CHALLY: Understood, Your Honor. I
think -- unless others have questions for you, I
think you have done all you can be fairly asked to
do for us today, so we will address this topic
further amongst ourselves and let you go back to

what you, no doubt, had more important things to
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complete today. So thank you.

THE COURT: Well, I don't know if they're
more important to the world, but they're important
to me.

MR. CHALLY: Understood.

THE COURT: Okay, take care.

MR. CHALLY: Thank you.

THE COURT: Bye.

MR. CHALLY: So in determining whether or not
we need to seek that immediate relief, is anyone
intending to take Mr. Browne's answers to these
questions as a waiver of our ability to claim
privilege on anything else?

MR. SOLOMONS: No. From the plaintiffs,
the -- just like you've said, though, I want to
make sure we're clear. This is confined to the
very topic that we're talking about today. So I
don't want to act as if me saying no, I agree that
we won't -- Mr. Browne's actions aren't a waiver,
that that's some blanket statement that I'm not
going to dispute with you, Jon, some other waiver
argument, so.

MR. CHALLY: Yeah.

MR. SOLOMONS: As long as you understand that

confinement, then the answer is no from the
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plaintiffs.

MR. COX: This is Jim Cox for the Office of
Regulatory Staff. We also do not take SCE&G's
position here to be a waiver, in light of Judge
Hayes' ruling. We take the position that Judge
Hayes took there. But as Gibson said, any other
ground that comes up, and not just the crime fraud
exception, but the point that I mentioned to you
off the record, Jon, if, in fact, at some point
SCE&G takes any action where it directly or
indirectly suggests that the fact that SCE&G
involved counsel in any decisions, that we
preserve the right to argue that that is a waiver
itself of privilege.

MR. CHALLY: All right, Central.

FRANK ELLORBY: Frank Ellerby for Central.
We agree this testimony would not be a waiver.

MR. CHALLY: Okay. And State?

MR. WECHSLER: Can we go off the record? I
have to call the office on this.

MR. CHALLY: Why don't you do that and then
I'll confirm Santee's position and then we'll come
back to you.

VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record --

MR. CHALLY: Hold on, hold on. Hold on, sir.
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Go ahead, Rush.

MR. SMITH: This is not a waiver.

MR. CHALLY: Okay. All right, we'll wait for
the State.

VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record at 2:14 p.m.

(Off the Record)

VIDEOGRAPHER: On the record at 2:21 p.m.

MR. WECHSLER: The Attorney General's office
does not view this as a waiver.

MR. CHALLY: Okay. So with that
clarification, which I appreciate, and subject to
our continuing objection and instruction to the
witness not to reveal privileged information or
product information that he was exposed to or
participated in while at SCANA, and in recognition
of Judge Hayes' ruling, we'll keep moving forward.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Okay.

MADAM COURT REPORTER: And the question was,

"During the group discussion in preparing Ms.

21§40 1Z) abed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1D3 13
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were there disagreements about whether to use the
EAC numbers prepared by SCANA or the Westinghouse

numbers that were used?"
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BY THE WITNESS:

A Yes, there were.
Q Describe what the disagreements were.
A The difference revolved around obviously the

difference in the cost estimates and whether it
was appropriate to go forward with a number that
we did not completely have confidence in as being

the most accurate reflection of the costs.
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Q And when you refer to the one that you -- the

number that you do not have the most confidence

in --
A Yes.
Q -- which number are you referring to?
A The lower number that was provided by the

contractor, by Westinghouse and CB&I.

Q Who in the meeting advocated against using the

Westinghouse number?

A Primarily me.

Q And in addition to you, anyone else?

A Not wvocally.

0 Well, what about --

A There was a lot of people who were thinking that,
but I'm the one who said why don't we use the cost
that we believe is more accurate.

Q And what was the response to your --
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A The response - And this is what I was going to say
earlier. 1I've already said it three times
today. - was it was viewed that to go forward with
a higher cost above what the contractor had stated
would be, in effect, adding a contingency to the
project cost which had been ruled against by the
Public Service Commission. And so we were to
present the cost that had been provided by our
contractor without that additional cost or

contingency as the filing.

0 And was there a vote taken?
A No.
@) And who raised the point about or made the

argument that adopting the EAC numbers would be
using -- would be trying to add a contingency into
the number?

I'm not sure

A It was one of the outside counsel.

if it was Mr. Ziegler or Mr. Willoughby, but one

of those two gentlemen who prepared our testimony

presented that case. And, frankly, it was a good
argument. I mean, I dropped the issue. And that
was where the decision was made to use -- or I

guess the decision had already been made, but it

was —-- I dropped my argument whenever presented

with that.
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Q

b

>0

And earlier your testimony was that Ms. Walker was
not at this meeting?

I'm almost positive she was not at that meeting.
I'm not -—- I couldn't say for sure, but I don't
believe she was there. 1If she was there, she
would have been, in addition to myself, raising
question.

And how do you know that?

Because I know Ms. Walker.

And had she expressed that opinion to you before?
Yes.

And did she express that opinion to you after this
meeting?

Yes.

Describe that for us.

She just told me she did not agree with going with
lower costs, she wasn't comfortable with that.

Did she elaborate on that at all with you?

No.

Did you have more than one conversation where this
topic came up-?

Not really, not after it was resolved.

After 2015, based on the performance of the
construction project after the testimony was

filed, do you have an opinion about which numbers
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b

> 0

were more accurate, based on the performance
following that date, the EAC numbers or the
numbers provided by Westinghouse?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
After 20157
Uh-huh.
I would say neither one of them were accurate.
And why is that?
Because they were both terrifically low. Even the
higher cost was well below where the costs were
trending.
And you had already left employment at SCANA when
the decision to abandon the project was made?
Yes.
Prior to your leaving, were you ever a part of or
aware of discussions about potentially abandoning
the project?
Not to my knowledge.
Prior to hearing about the announcement the
project was being abandoned, had you, yourself,
ever thought that there was a possibility the
project wouldn't be completed?
Yes.
When would you have first had those thoughts?

When Westinghouse declared bankruptcy.
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Prior to that, did you believe the plants would
one day be operational?

Yes.

Did you ever have any discussions with Carlette
Walker about her leaving employment at SCANA?

Yes.

And describe what you recall about those
discussions.

She described to me the last day that she was an
active employee where she was called into a
meeting and instructed to turn over her badge and
cell phone and laptop computer and told that she
had been under a lot of stress and they were going
to give her, I believe, a 90-day leave of absence
period to give her a break from things and
escorted her out of the building. I'm not sure
how long the period, but I think it was a 90-day.
But she had been

It may not have been defined.

under a lot of stress, which she had. And she was
basically given time off to recover and
recuperate.

Did Ms. Walker herself indicate to you that she
was under a lot of stress?

Yes.

And did she identify for you what the source of
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her stress was?

Yes.

And what was it?

was terminal with liver

Her husband, at that time,

disease -- or no, it's kidney, not liver. Kidney

disease. And she had been spending months with
him at Johns Hopkins Hospital. And she was also
dealing with the issues regarding the project --
And can you --

-— the cost issues regarding the project.

And specifically what about those cost issues?
She had a hard time personally giving testimony
that she did not believe.

Did she ever indicate to you that that was one of
the reasons she was leaving employment?

I don't think she voluntarily left employment.
Okay. Did you ever work with Marty Phalen?
No.

What about Mark Cannon?
Yes.

Do you know whether Mr. Cannon is still employed
by SCANA?

I don't think he is. In fact, I think he may have
left before I did.

Okay. What,

if anything, did you hear about the
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reason for his departure?
A Retirement. I don't know of any other reason.
Q We're going to go through a few documents.
MR. HALTIWANGER: Again, I made these before
I left Aiken, so I would have added more copies
after yesterday, but I didn't have an opportunity
to.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0639111 was
marked Exhibit No. 1 for

identification.)

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:
Q Bates number is SCANA RP0639111. And Mr. Browne,

I've got a number of documents to go through.

A Yes.
0 And what I'll do is I'll have the court reporter
mark the document and hand it to you. I'm going

to give you the opportunity to review it as much
as you feel you need to. Some of these documents

may be longer and I only want to discuss a small

portion.
A Sure.
Q But whenever you're, you know, comfortable having

recognized the document or scanned over it, let me

know and I'll ask my questions.
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A

Q

(Witness reviewing document). Okay.

Okay. Mr. Browne, do you recognize what Exhibit
No. 1 is?

Yes.

What is 1it?

It's an email from myself to Kyle Young -- or
actually to Kyle Young and also to my boss, Skip
Smith or Abney Smith, Carlette Walker and Shirley
Johnson addressing what I identified as a terrible
month's performance from August of 2013, labor
performance.

And specifically, does this deal with the PF,
performance factor, that we've been discussing?
Absolutely. Yes, it does.

Okay. And I want to ask you about some of the
information in this email. The second email
there, the September 11, 2013 at 10:02 a.m. In
the first sentence there, you discuss that you're
putting together a sheet to analyze the monthly
performance each month rather than the
inception-to-date that CB&I reports. Why did you
do that?

Because I felt like it was important to zero in on
an actual month's performance or a snapshot rather

than to wash that out by looking at the ITD, or
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inception to date, which was from the beginning of
the project. And the reason -- one of the main
reasons for that is because in the beginning of
the project, they were cutting down trees and
making it flat. And this was construction --
above-ground construction that would be taking
place for the remainder of the project. The crews
did a pretty good job cutting down trees and
making the land flat. There's not a lot that you
can mess up on that.

Q Okay.

A But when you're building nuclear grade concrete
and buildings, that's where they had the problems
and that's what they were going to be looking at

for the rest of the project from this date

forward.

Q Were you asked to do that or was this your own
idea?

A I was asked basically by my boss, by Skip Smith.

But the way we were working, it was like a team
and a group effort. And this was what I was
familiar with and I was most qualified to do this
analysis. I had the information, so that's why I
was doing this.

0 Okay. The second to last sentence of the first
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paragraph you have underlined "overall performance
for the month shows a PF of 2.52 with 73,411
man-hours worked and 29,076 earned." First of
all, let me ask if you can put that into layman's
terms. What does it mean with man-hour worked
verse earned?

Whenever the project estimate is developed, they
use what they call unit rates, which is a
measurement of how much time would normally be
expected to -- you would use to do a particular
job, whether it's pouring concrete -- you know, if
you're pouring a yard of concrete and it takes --
and you would spend four hours pouring a yard of
concrete, then that would be your effective unit
rate.

Okay.

Well, all of the work, all of the labor and
construction is estimated based on unit rates
which are industry standard, and that's what the
estimates were based on. And when you complete a
task, the time that you earn is what that unit
rate would be. The actual is how many it takes
you to do it. So if you're pouring a yard of
concrete and your unit rate is supposed to be four

hours and it takes you eight hours, then your
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worked is eight, your earned is four and your PF

is going to be eight divided by four, or two.

Q Okay. So in my layman's understanding, it took

them 73,411 hours to do 29,076 hours of budgeted

work?

A Yes, correct.

Q The first sentence of the second paragraph --
yeah, the second full paragraph there it says,

"This shows a steadily increasing trend from a ITD

PF of 1.14 in January 2013 to the present of

1.25."
A Yes.
@) And that -- is that your recollection that the PF

was steadily increasing during that period?

A Yes. And what that is, is you're taking the total
hours worked-to-date divided by the total hours
earned-to-date. So what you were seeing there is
the high 2.52 for that month is bringing up the
average. Just like when you're in college and you
start out as a freshman and your GPR is really
down and you hope you're going to make some As
when you're a senior, this is the same thing here,
only it's the performance factor is increasing is
a bad thing and not a good thing.

0 Yeah. The second to last sentence in that
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paragraph, "Unless this trend is reversed, we
should expect a substantial overrun of target
price craft labor cost." Do you see that
sentence?
Yes.
The trend you're talking about is the steadily
increasing PF factor?
That's correct.
And explain what the impact of a substantial
overrun of target price craft labor would have on
the market.
It would increase the cost.
To who?
To the owner, as long as the owner is responsible
for -- this is before the fixed-price and the
owner bore the risk of cost overruns on labor. So
as it takes them two-and-a-half-times,
two-and-a-half-hours to do one hour worth of work,
the owner is picking up the additional cost for
that, not the contractor.

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0018657-58 was

marked Exhibit No. 2 for

identification.)
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BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q And again, Jjust let me know when you feel
you've --

A Okay.

Q -- had a chance to look it over.

A (Witness reviewing document). Okay.

Q Okay. And do you recognize what Exhibit No. 2 is?

A Yes.

0 And what is 1it?

A It's an email from myself to Carlette Walker and
Skip Smith.

Q Okay. And the date of this email appears to be
about a little less than a month after the
previous email we just looked at. Is that
correct?

A Yes.

0 And here this email includes the performance
factor for the month of September.

A Yes.

Q And if I can draw your attention to the second
paragraph there. The first sentence says,
"Unfortunately, the Consortium direct craft labor
performance has fallen off further this month with
a monthly PF of 2.68." Do you see that sentence?

A Yes.
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What was the target PF at that time?
1.15.

The next sentence says, "The ITD project
inception-to-date is now 1.29." That would be the
inception-to-date PF you had discussed in Exhibit
No. 1, the previous email?
Yes. Went from to. 25 to 1.29 as a result of
this month's performance.

All right. And going down to paragraph number two

in that email. It says, "The concrete work scope
has a monthly PF of 3.00 with 62,249 hours worked
and 20,750 hours earned."

Yes.

Was concrete a major percentage of the work being
done at that time?

Yes.

Was a PF of 3, did that occur often on this
project?
Unfortunately, yes.
And is the layman's understanding, that means it
would take three times what was --

Three hours to do one hour's work.

Okay.

That's correct.

And obviously, you are aware or —-- yoU were aware

Inc. OOOMOO

www.thompsonreporting.com

Thompson Court Reporting,

Page 135 of 345

135

21§40 Ge| abed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1D3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

of this back in 2013, correct?

A Yes.

Q And you were passing that information along to
other members of SCANA back in 20137

A Obviously, yes.

Q The last sentence of that first page of the email,
"If performance continues at the current ITD rate,
the direct craft labor portion of the target price
will be roughly 28.6 percent over the budget. 1If
performance continues at the YTD rate, the direct
craft labor portion of the target price will be
70 percent over the budget." Let me ask you, what
explains the difference between the 28.6 and the
70 percent over budget?

A The ITD was project inception-to-date, which was a
longer period and had a lot more tree cutting and
land clearing. The YTD is year-to-date, that's

January 1, 'l3 to September '1l3, so it has a lot

more of the construction type work. So the YTD
performance factor is -- did I say that in here?
1.79 --

Q Okay.

A From January 'l3 to September '13, the PF for this

nine-month period is 1.79 with 616,986 worked.

344,736 earned.
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Q Okay. And the -- you're talking about the impact
this would have on the direct craft labor portion
of the target price. What -- or how significant

is the direct craft portion of the target price?

A Very significant. Those are the people building
the plant.
Q What percentage of the projected budget would that

have been?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A It should be about 75 percent of your budget.
Should be. This project was estimated with a
higher -- there's direct craft and indirect craft.
Indirect craft are the support people. They are
the ones who are bringing water, cleaning up and

things like that. This project had a higher
percentage of indirect craft than anything I've
ever seen before. They're the nonproductive

people. But on a normal project, it would be

75 percent. On this project I think was about a
half, 50 percent.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0388623 was
marked Exhibit No. 3 for

identification.)
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BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q

A

= O] heg

O

Just let me know when you --

I'm ready.

You're ready. Let me ask if you recognize Exhibit
No. 3.

Yes.

And what is Exhibit No. 37

It's an email from myself to Carlette Walker and
Skip Smith.

And what is the date of the email?

March 10, 2014.

And the subject of this is, "Strange call from --

Shimon?

Yes.

Who is Shimon?

Shimon was a engineer who worked for CB&I.

And obviously, from the subject, the body of this
email discusses a phone call you had gotten from
them.

Yes.

Or from him. Did you ever meet with him to
discuss what his issues were?

I assume that I did. I can't recall. And I don't
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recall what he divulged to me in that meeting
either, unfortunately.
Q Okay.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0623144-5 was
marked Exhibit No. 4 for

identification.)

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q Okay. Have you had a chance to review Exhibit
No. 47

A Yes.

0 And do you recognize what Exhibit No. 4 is?

A Yes.

Q Describe for us what is Exhibit No. 4.

A It's a string of emails, I guess three of them

originating with Bernard Hydrick or Bernie Hydrick
who worked in our construction group. He was our
scheduler in the construction group. And he was
passing along to others on our team the schedule
that have been provided by CB&I for us to review.

0 So would this be -- is it fair to say this was
part of the information y'all were gathering as
part of the EAC work?

A Probably not. This is just a general schedule of

construction.
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So this would not be part of the EAC that
Westinghouse had provided to SCANA?

I doubt it.

And what --

The EAC 1is generally a cost-related issue and not
schedule.

Oh, okay.

The schedule impacts the EAC, but we did not
review schedule when we were reviewing the EAC.
Okay.

The bottom email on the first page is --

subject is, "Bud and Ryan." Who are they?

I have no idea.

All right. I want to read the third email on the
chain from the top from Bernard Hydrick at -- on
August 5, 2014 at 9:50 a.m.

Yes.

I'm going to read the first three sentences. "The

schedule is a joke, there is nothing verifiable in

what they posted on RT0l1. It is just a grouping

of hammocks with long arbitrary durations, in my
opinion, with no relationships or ties to sub-tier

activities. This is not acceptable." Let me ask,

first of all, what is RTO01?
It was a computer network drive that CB&I would

put information on that SCANA people had access
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to. So if SCANA wanted to -- or if CB&I wanted to
pass information in the form of a computer file,
such as a Primavera schedule document, they would
put it on RTO01l drive and then SCANA would have
access to it. They could go to the drive and
download it and open it to look at it.

Okay. What was your understanding of his use of
the phrase, "It is just a grouping of hammocks™?
Hammock is a -- I don't know if it's an official
term, but it's certainly used a lot in scheduling.
You know how a hammock would hang between trees or
something? Whenever you're doing a schedule, you
may have a critical path line and then the hammock
would be activities that were done parallel to
that, that if you looked at it in a diagram on
paper, kind of hangs down like a hammock does, and
so that's why those are called are hammocks. And
it's just a grouping of activities that are done
in a sequence on a schedule.

Okay. And the email you sent at the top of the
page at 11:18 a.m. it says -- you were sending it
to Skip Smith and the statement is, "Look at what
they gave us to perform our review on."

Right.

So you actually, at the time, did review the
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schedule that was submitted to SCANA?

A Yes.

Q Did you agree with Mr. Bernard Hydrick's
observation that the schedule is a joke?

A Yes. Well, to elaborate on that, it was
insufficient information to be able to perform a
review on.

Q Were there any actions taken in response to
getting this schedule to try to get more
information or --

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I don't recall this specific situation, but I'm

sure there were actions, there were requests made

to get additional information.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Why don't we go ahead and
switch the tape.

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the end of tape number
three in the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're
off the record at 2:58 p.m.

(Off the Record)

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is tape number four in
the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the
record at 3:08 p.m.

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0006936 was
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marked Exhibit No. 5 for

identification.)

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q Mr. Browne, just let me know when you're ready.
A I'm ready.

Q Do you recognize Exhibit No. 57

A Yes.

0 What is 1it?

A It's an email from myself to Skip Smith and

Carlette Walker.

0 The subject is update on real schedule status.

A Yes.

Q I guess what context are you using that subject
line inv?

A It's real is to identify -- you have to get down

into the email, but it is saying that -- we're
saying there's a June 19 Unit Two substantial
completion date, but it's actually June 26th,
which is late June. And if you read on further,
it's saying that that's not a real date because
there are hard constraints in there holding the
schedule to prevent actual work durations from
moving the schedule out. This was all in an

effort to maintain a June substantial completion
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date which was, at that time, the contractual

date.
Q But -- and I don't want to put words in your
mouth. I just want to make sure I'm understanding

what you're saying. There was a June 2019

substantial completion date for Unit Two. Who --
when you say "Jjust learned," who would have been

providing that information?

A Either CB&I or Westinghouse.

Q And the date that they gave you was June 26, 20192

A Yes. When you look into the schedule, it's a June
26th date.

0 But as -- your belief, though, was even though

that June 26th was not real because of certain

factors that you're listing below that?

A Yes.

0 And those factors were exactly what?

A It's based on assumption that NNI, that's Newport
News, who was supplying panels for the shield
building, meets their original delivery dates,

which did not happen. And CB&I Services, CB&IS is

able to start shield building erection on

March 24, 2015. And then I said that's a hard

constraint in the schedule, which means that

whenever the schedule is developed somebody
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actually typed in the date of March 24th instead
of allowing it to slide out based on events that
have to take place before that happens.

Q So they have to get the panels before they can --

A They have to get the panels before they can start
putting it together. And the other thing, the
foundations had to be complete before they could
start putting that together as well.

Q Okay.

A And so if the foundation pushes out past March
24th, but you have somebody keying in a hard
date of March 24th, it's not a real schedule --

Q Okay.

A -- because you're saying they're going to start
work on March 24th, but the foundation's not
ready to start work on March 24th.

Q The last sentence of that paragraph, "All along,
our management has been told the current date is

June 2019 and we pass it along."

A Yes.

Q When you say "our management has been told," by
who?

A By our contractors.

Q When you say "we pass it along" who are you

passing it along to?
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In the email from Mr.

copy ——- a recipient of, the second one on

m

—

m

O

_|

X

)

<

o

>

—

-

<

il

—

m

Electric & Gas Company, et al. O
1

N

A Anybody who asks. Q
oo

0 Would that include the PSC? Z
(@)

<

A That would include the PSC, ORS, your wife at g
home, anybody. 8-

2

N

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0246420-41 was w

=

marked Exhibit No. 6 for 122

-

identification.) =

1

0p)

@)

e

BY MR. HALTIWANGER: ((%
Q Do you recognize Exhibit No. 67 é,
(@)

A Yes. S%
)

~—

0 And what is Exhibit No. 6°? H+
N

A That's an email chain originating with an email <
N

1

from myself. Let's see, that was -- to a string Ej

o

of people. Kevin Kochems replied to that and then ﬁ1

1

I replied to that from Kevin. g]

«Q

Q I've really one question about this one document. o
—

A

(o]

S,

(&)

—_—

N

page, there's a number five,

corresponds to your number five in the previous

email,
our EAC on?"

A Yes, sir.

Q Mr. Kochems reply was,
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schedule we plan to file with the PSC whether we

think it is achievable or not." Do you see that

statement?
A Yes.
Q What was your interpretation or how did you

understand his statement that, "I think this needs

to be the schedule we plan to file with the PSC
whether we think it's achievable or not"?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I'm going to get you to repeat that for me again.

Q Okay. Well, I guess, what was your understanding

of his proposal to use the "schedule we plan to
file with the PSC whether we think it's achievable
or not"?

MR. CHALLY: Same objection.

A In order to do a cost estimate, you have to have

some time schedule to base your cost on, the

estimate on. And my question on the second page

was what schedule do we need to base our cost on.

And Kevin's response to me was that it needed to

be the same schedule that we filed with the PSC so

that the cost and the schedule would match, that

they would be copacetic with each other, they work

with each other. And at least I did not, and I'm

sure Kevin did not either, believe that it was an
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achievable schedule.

0 Okay.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0255947 was
marked Exhibit No. 7 for
identification.)

A Whenever you're ready.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q Okay. Do you recognize Exhibit No. 77

A Yes.

0 And what is it?

A That's an email from myself to Carlette Walker,

Kevin Kochems, Shirley Johnson, and Skip Smith.
0 And the subject of this email is a Revision 2 of
the cancellation analysis. And then there's an
attachment that is entitled
CancelCostEST8-20-12-Rev2.
A That's a spreadsheet.

Q That's what I was going to ask. That appears to

21§ 1o 8¥| abed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JoquianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1D3 13

be an Excel spreadsheet?
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Q And when you worked with the spreadsheets, does
the numbers there, the 8-20-12 indicate a date?
A Yes.

0 Is that the creation date or is that the date that
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you last worked with it? How do you date those?
Generally, it was the last date that it was
accessed.

Then what does Rev2 indicate?

Revision 2. So there may have been a previous
date, maybe 8-19-12, and that would have been like
a Revision 1.

All right. What is a cancellation analysis?
Periodically, we were asked to prepare a cost
analysis for terminating the project, and that was
primarily for a use in the analysis of looking at
options. I don't know -- I don't think it was
every time we did a filing, but occasionally with
filings they had to do a cost justification of the
project. And in order to do that justification,
they would have to look at the cost that would be
incurred to cancel the project, which would be and
adder to -- for example, if you were comparing it
to a gas combined cycle site, it's acknowledging
that you couldn't just stop the project and walk
away and not spend money and cancel it.

There would be costs associated with it?

There would be costs associated with doing that.

And the fact that this was prepared does not

indicate that there was ever a consideration of
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canceling the project

part of that analysis.

Q Okay.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0689335 was
marked Exhibit No. 8 for
identification.)

A Okay.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q And have you had a chance to look at Exhibit

No. 87

A Yes.

@) And what is Exhibit No. 8?

A Exhibit No. 8 is an email from myself to Carlette

Walker passing along the third revision of that

same sheet,
3.

0 And I guess -- I just

whether this number or these calculations would be

included in PSC filings?

A They would not.

Q What would they -- where would they show up at the
company?

A They would be used in an analysis that Dr. Lynch

did to justify continuation of the project.

Thompson Court Reporting,
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A

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0015099-100
was marked Exhibit No. 9 for

identification.)

Okay.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q

A

All right. Can you tell us what Exhibit No. 9 is?
That is an email from myself to Jimmy Addison. It
looks like one, two, three, four different, five
different emails in the chain.

All right. Turning to the last email in the
chain, or the earliest email. That would be one
authored by you on October 21, 20157

Yes.

The first sentence there says, "Jimmy, here is an
attempt at answering your question from
yesterday." Who would Jimmy be?

That would be Jimmy Addison.

And from reviewing this document and from your
memory, do you recall what his question from
yesterday was?

I do not.

The subject, "Cost comparison as requested current
PSC budget vs. settlement w/o fixed-price option."

What -- I guess can you tell us what we're looking
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at here?
A I'm not sure, so I'm going to -- if it's okay,

going to make a guess, but I believe what this

I'm

is

referring to is the status of the PSC budget at

this time compared to the option that we had

whenever we went to the fixed-price. And this was

a comparison of the prior budget from the previous

filing to the option without fixed-price. You

know, we had an option to go fixed-price or not

fixed-price with the settlement that we had when

CB&I got out of the project.

Q Okay.

A And I think what this is is the comparison of that

previous filing budget as it would be changed by

the settlement without execution of the
fixed-price option.

0 Okay. And --

A So there's three prices there. There's the prior

budget, there's the price with the settlement

without the fixed-price, and then there's another

one, which would be the settlement with the

fixed-price.

Q And the third one is the option that eventually

was taken?

A Yes.
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And this is looking at what would the cost of the
section option would have been?
Yes.
And based on the first email in that chain there,
did you determine what SCANA's price would be
under that option two?
It looks like we did, yes.
And that conclusion, was that option two was going
to be $1,038,876,000 more than what was currently
filed at the PSC?
Honestly, I don't remember the numbers, but that's
what the email says.
Okay.
That does look like it's fixed-price. It says for
55 percent fixed-price.
I want to give you an opportunity to make sure --
Yeah. I'm not sure if that means that it was the
fixed-price or -- 55 percent was fixed in the
project, roughly, as well. So I'm not sure if
that's the fixed-price option or if that means
that 55 percent of the project is fixed and
45 percent is still a target price.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0617852 was
marked Exhibit No. 10 for

identification.)
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BY MR. HALTIWANGER:
Q Okay.
printing skills,
the article --
was

but

the

anyone wants to dig out and actually look at it,

I'll let them,
article or not,
MR. CHALLY:
of it?
MR. HALTIWANGER:
but there's six of the
the second. It didn't

just -- I have no idea

about this or not.

go through the effort of doing this if he has no

recollection of —--

A That email is just passing along an article from

the paper. I mean,

Q I guess the reason I'm asking,

would you share that story,

Thompson Court Reporting,

www.thompsonreporting.com

25,

et al.

I'm going to try this.
I printed the attachment that was
the Post and Courier article that

part of what's been marked as Exhibit No.
I didn't print it collated,

first page then copies of the second. If

but I don't know if you recall the
if you'

I'm sorry.

I just -- so I wasn't going to

I don't know

2018
South Carolina

154

My brilliant

10,

so it's copies of

d like to see 1it.

You've got one copy
No, I've got six copies,
first page and then six of
get collated. And I

if he remembers anything
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A

A

question?
Because I kept up with the Charleston paper, being
from Charleston. And the other people did not
keep up with the Charleston papers. And there was
an article about the project and I thought people
would be interested in it.
Well, do you recall any discussions followed your
sending out that copy of the article?
I don't, no.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0024002-18 was
marked Exhibit No. 11 for

identification.)

I'm ready.

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

Q

A

It sounds like you're familiar with this email.
This is the issue that I discussed earlier today
when you asked about having the discussion with
the SLED agent and office equipment fraud, that's
what this is about.

So let me ask you so it's clear for the record.
Do you recognize Exhibit No. 117

Yes.

And what is it?

It's an email from myself to Sean Burk who was a
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manager at CB&I.

0 And why did this email come about?

A This email came about because they had a supplier

who was submitting all three bids on equipment,

office equipment, ordering it from Staples, having
it shipped to the site directly from Staples,
marking it up to CB&I, and CB&I was marking it up
and selling it to SCE&G. And we caught them doing
it.
Q And I just want to -- and it's a lengthy email, so
I'm not going to go through point by point, but a
couple of things I want to ask you about. The
second line of the email it says -- you use the
phrase "this is backup information approved by

A

you" is underlined. What was the purpose in
underlining that particular provision?

A It was pointing out to Mr. Burk that he was the

one who approved the purchases, although I knew he

wasn't looking at it, but his signature was on the
forms.

0 And what was the -- what is the basis for your
belief he wasn't looking at it?

A Had he been looking at it, he would not have

approved it.

Q The bottom of the second full paragraph there, I
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will read this sentence, "Instead, through the
purchase from Compuworld, CB&I have spent this
amount unnecessarily and thus increased the cost
to SCE&G by this amount plus 3.09 percent in G&A,
$440.86, and 4.562 percent profit, $677.09, to
CB&I, with a total of $15,518.95 of unnecessary
cost." Take me through -- what is that
mathematical extrapolation you're doing there?
This gets back to the time and material piece of
our contract. Whenever CB&I billed SCE&G for
anything there were markups, a series of markups
on there. The 3.09 percent is generally the
administrative markup on every cost. 4.562 is the
CB&I profit, which is on top of the cost plus the
G&A. So in spending -- if you go a couple of
lines up, they spent $14,397 unnecessarily on this
one purchase.

Okay.

And in addition to that, there's the G&A and
profit because CB&I made more profit when they
spent more money. So I was just pointing out to
him that it's more than the $14,000, it's $15,518
that CB&I billed SCE&G for that was invalid on
this one purchase.

All right. Well, let me see if we can't
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extrapolate that further, because your email stops
with the cost going to SCANA.

A Right.

0 How would that cost then extrapolate out to

ultimately the ratepayers?

A I'm not sure.

Q Okay.

A Obviously, it would cost more.

Q Well, what elements would go into that? Would

there be a return on investment by SCANA?

A Yes.

Q Would there also be any other additional cost
added on that would eventually flow down to —--

A I don't think so.

Q I guess I'm trying to get a rough idea of what
that $15,000, once it reaches to the point of
being put into rates, what amount it would be.

A I don't know. But if I can, can I tell you the
end of this story?

0 Yes. Very interested.

A We went back to CB&I and we found that they had
purchased more than a million dollars worth of
stuff from this guy here in Columbia who ran
Compuworld. We did get satisfaction from them on

that, so we wound up taking back 100 percent of
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everything they had spent with Compuworld. We

withheld from their invoices and dared them to

dispute it. So not only did we find them doing
this, we saved -- we got over a million dollars
back because of catching this happening.

Q And that was part of your job at SCE&G?

A Yes. I made it my job. If you read on down --
and I'm going to get on a soapbox here.

Q All right.

A But hopefully you guys have caught on to me in the
little bit of time we've spent together. I looked
after all of this money like it was my money being
spent. And it may have been a $10 billion
project, but I squeezed every nickel and dime that
I could get my hands on. And that's why this was
caught and that's why this was done.

@) Well, in that line, the statement in the second to
last paragraph, "This $15,519 represent to me an
indicator of the attitude that I see every month
as I review the CB&I invoices. This is not an
isolated case." Can you think of some other

examples besides this where --

A Not as gross as this.
Q Okay.
A But I can think of many instances where they spent
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money that should not have been spent.
0 Okay. And the last sentence of that same

paragraph says, "Again, CB&I has this

responsibility to SCE&G, and SCE&G has this
responsibility to our customers." Explain for me
why you had made the statement that SCE&G has this
responsibility to our customers.
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A I've got an 89-year-old mother in Charleston
living on $1300 a month Social Security, and when
she gets a 300-something electric bill and can't
pay for her medicine, that's what I mean by that.
And there's people like that all over the state.
(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0388794-797
was marked Exhibit No. 12 for

identification.)

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:
Q And if it helps you, I don't plan on asking you

any questions about the original email from Don

DePierro.
A Okay.
Q Do you recognize Exhibit No. 127
A Yes.
0 And what is it?
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A It's an email. The very end of the string is an
email from me to Skip Smith, Carlette Walker,
Kevin Kochems, Sheri Wicker and Shirley Johnson.

Q And if we can look at the second page of Exhibit
No. 12. This would be an email from Abney Smith
on October 2, 2014 at 9:15 p.m. First of all,
well, I should set the context here. The email
that begins this chain is from a Don DePierro.
Who was he?

A He was a vice president at CB&I.

Q And it's an email from him that triggered the
following email chain of which I want to ask you
some questions, but --

A Senior Vice President of nuclear power at CB&I.

0 Okay. What was, I guess, Mr. DePierro, what was
he emailing Mr. Archie about or what is the --

A It looks like a follow-up to a phone call that is
discussing the implementation of a team to track

progress and work on-site.

Q Okay.

A Without reading all of the details of this.

Q All right.

A By the way, the Ken here, Ken, Chris and Ron, that
is not me. That's another Ken.

Q And where are you looking for that one?
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A That's on the last page.

Q Oh, okay. Okay, okay. I want to read to you some
of the email originally drafted by Mr. Abney
Smith.

A Yes.

Q It's on the second page, "A lot of the same CBI
talk on planning, protocol, briefings,
presentations, alignments. So not very impressive

in my opinion. A wise old mentor once very
bluntly suggested to me get off you're
a-blank-blank-blank and get out in the field and
find out what's going on and get the job done
without all the b-blank-blank-blank
s-blank-blank-blank. CB&I has productivity

problems in the field, can't meet a schedule. WEC
keeps changing design that impact field and shops.
The shops have quality and production problems.
There are a multiple of procurement issues. The
field non-manuals and indirects are out of
control.

CBI, one of the largest contractors in

the universe can't find the necessary resources."

A Other than that everything was great.

Q I guess I was going to ask you, this is a litany
of, I guess, complaints Mr. Smith was making?

A Skip. When I say Skip Smith, this was my boss.
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Q

A

Okay. And this is in October of 20142

Yes.

And were you familiar with those problems
occurring in that time frame on the project?

Yes.

Do you think Mr. Smith was accurate in his
recitation of the problems that CB&I was
experiencing?

Yes.

On the first page at the bottom, there's an email
from Carlette Walker. She states, "I agree 100%.
We need actionable items on their WEC and CB&I

parts to drive change and let's quit talking about

and around the problems. Just for the record, I
don't have any emotion in my voice." And then a
little smiley face emoticon. I wanted to ask a

question about the last statement there, "I don't
have any emotion in my voice." Do you know what
she's referring to?

Yes.

Tell us what you believe she's referring to?
Understand through discussions with Ms. Walker
that she was -- I don't know if accused is the
right word, but she was chastised on occasion from

some of our senior management for showing too much
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@]

emotion related to the project.
What type of emotion was she showing?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I was not present when she was chastised with
this, but it would be my assumption that she was
being challenged as a woman working in a man's
world and showing emotion as a woman.
But was —-- I guess the emotion, was this anger?
Frustration? Happiness? What type of emotion?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

Anger, passion to try and make it a better

project.
And based on your work on the project, is -- are
those emotions -- would those have been typical of

what you experienced with working with Ms. Walker?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

Yes. And not just Ms. Walker, I might add.

Who else would you include?

Myself.

Anyone else?

Mr. Smith.

Okay. Anyone else?

No, unfortunately.

At the top is an email you authored on October 3,

2014. It says, "Skip, Preach on Rev. You hit the
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nail on the head. The Consortium response to
every issue is another program, more people, more
money. The new OSS group is a perfect example."
What was the 0SS group-?
That is the group that is addressed in the
telephone call and the follow-up email from Don
DePierro. And actually, I have forgotten what
the 0SS stands for, but it was a group that was
going to be established on-site to monitor
progress and schedule performance and things like
that, when we already had groups that should have
been doing that and they were not doing their
jobs. So instead of making the groups who should
have been doing it do their job, they bring in
another group with more people - We're paying the
cost because we're paying labor. - and allow the
other people to continue not doing their job.
And those costs would eventually be passed on to
the ratepayers?
Absolutely.

MR. CHALLY: I was late, but I'm going to
object to the form of that question.
A little bit more than halfway down that email the
statement is, "At least one-half of their effort

is hiding costs, not fixing problems." Who is the
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their you're referring to?

A The contractor, CB&I.

Q The third from the end sentence there. It says,
"Bring this up and we'll be challenged as petty

because it's only $12,500."

A Yes.
Q Why did you anticipate that would happen?
A Because it happened on numerous occasions before

this and with this.

Q And who would challenge it as petty?
A The people we dealt with at CB&I.
Q And what was SCANA's management's response to

their challenge of it being petty?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A They didn't care. I mean, 1if we found something
that was wrong that we shouldn't be paying for, we
didn't pay for it.

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0381916-17 was
marked Exhibit No. 13 for

identification.)

A Okay.
BY MR. HALTIWANGER:
Q Okay. Can you tell us what Exhibit No. 13 is?

A Exhibit 13 is an email string. Looks like it's
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mostly between me, Carlette, Skip. I would say
that's it, vyes.

Q Okay. And I want to discuss your email which is

at the top of the exhibit. But before that, I
want to put that into context by reading
Ms. Walker's email to you on August 27, 2014 at
8:34 a.m.
A All right.
Q She emails, "How is the schedule work going?

Close to wrapping up?" And in response, your

email says, "Carlette, I don't know that wrapping

up is a good description, covering up is probably

better." With respect to covering up, who would
be covering up?
A This email is addressing a joint schedule effort
between the owner and the contractor. And we were
going through multiple critical path strings in
the schedule, looking at what's the longest thing
that's pushing out to completion. And I would say
it would be a joint effort at covering up,
primarily the contractor because they were driving
the schedule show. They had possession of the
schedule and they were making all of the changes
and controlling the schedule, which is their job

as the EPC contractor. The owner's job is to
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review it and, you know, not necessarily control
it or even participate in it.
Q And I guess would it be the owner's job to be

evaluating that schedule?

A Yes.
Q And that's part of what you did-?
A Yes. I was a junior participant in that. The

schedule primarily resided with the construction
group.

Q Okay. About halfway down that paragraph, you say,
"It is unanimous that there is a 100 percent
chance we will not meet the September dates."

What are the September dates you're referring to?

A I'm not sure.

Q Is it possible those were the September completion
dates we had discussed earlier for Units Two and
Three?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A We have a schedule that shows completion of Unit
Two in September of '1l8 and Unit Three in
September of '19, so I'm assuming that not meeting
the September dates would be those two dates,
September '1l8 and September 'l9 schedule dates.

Q The second -- or down near the bottom of the

email, there's a paragraph sentence, "If I
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honestly believed any of this was possible, I
would stop on the way home and buy a lottery
ticket, just one." When you say "any of this,"
what would "this"™ be?

A Meeting those September '18 and September '19
completion dates.

Q The last line there it says, "Note, please don't
forward this note because I would prefer to make
my departure on my terms and not because I was
fired." I think I can detect some sarcasm, but at

the same time, I want to ask what you meant by

that statement. Or was it even sarcastic?
A Well, it was actually serious.
Q Okay.
A Because if this note had been passed along to our

senior project management people, I very well
could have been fired.

0 Why do you believe that?

A Because I was challenging the position, the
official position of the project.

Q In the portion we read earlier, though, you stated
that it was unanimous that there's a 100 percent
chance we will not meet the September date, so I
assume that means it was not just your opinion.

A Right.
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Q Who else had that opinion?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I would assume everybody in the schedule review.
What we did is we put together a schedule and we
put together a list of challenges to meeting that
schedule. And going down the list of challenges,

most of the challenges were acknowledged as going

to happen.
Q Okay.
A So it was very little chance of meeting the

scheduled dates due to those complications.
Q And I guess -- but isn't that information that in
your job you would be passing along to your

management?

A Not in my Jjob.
0 In whose job?
A That would be in the scheduling, the people

responsible for scheduling in the construction

group.
Q Okay.
A I was participating in this from a business and

finance standpoint because our costs had to be
reflected off of the same information that was in
their schedule.

Q And you believed that you may be fired if you
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brought this information to whose attention? Or
if this note had been forwarded to who?
To Ron Jones.
Okay.
The project manager.
So if you had -- at the time you wrote this email,
the concern was that if these scheduling problems
were brought to the attention of the scheduling
growth, there could be retaliation against you?
Yes, for putting this in writing and sending it to
someone outside of our group.
Okay. And that someone out of the group was
Carlette Walker?
She was in the group.
She was in the group, okay.
I sent this to Carlette.
Okay. Did you ever have any discussions with
Carlette Walker about potentially being terminated
for this?
For this situation, no.
Well, did Ms. Walker ever discuss with you
concerns that she may be terminated?
No.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Okay. I'm going to go

ahead and pass the witness and move along.
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VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the end of tape number
four in the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're
off the record at 3:59 p.m.

(Off the Record)

VIDEOGRAPHER: This 1is tape number five in

the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the

record at 4:04 p.m.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. COX:

Q

A

Good afternoon, Mr. Browne?

Good afternoon.

My name is James Cox. We met right before your
deposition began. I'm an attorney representing
the South Carolina Office of Regulatory Staff in
both of the proceedings that are occurring here,
both the state court action brought by the
ratepayers in which the ORS has intervened, as
well as the proceedings pending before the Public
Service Commission of South Carolina in which
SCE&G has requested approval of a merger and
approval to recover its costs incurred on the VC
Summer project from its ratepayers through rates.
I have some questions to follow-up on

Mr. Haltiwanger's questions for you. I'm going to
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try not to cover the same ground he did and ask
the same questions, but I will be following up on
different issues that he talked to you about.
I'll try to familiarize you with the subject
matter and then move into the follow-up questions
that I have on that. One of the risks in moving
around like that is you may not understand the
context in which my question is being asked. It
may be vague or I may not have directed you to the
right time period or you may not be sure of what
I'm asking. If that occurs, I'd like for you to
be sure to let me know about what you're not sure
of and I'll try to improve the question so that
you understand it. Will you let me know if you
don't understand?

Sure, yes.

Mr. Browne, other than you, do you know of anyone
else who worked on the project who worked for both
Santee Cooper and SCANA/SCE&G during the life of
the project?

Not off the top of my head, not immediately.

Do you feel that background put you in sort of a
unique position as far as understanding the
project?

Yes.
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Q Can you describe a little bit about how that is?
A Well, I'm not sure, but I think at the time I left

I had been on the project longer than anyone else,

because I was actually the third person to start

working on the project whenever I started. And
both of the guys who were there when I left -- or
when I started left before I did, Ron Clary and Al
Paglia.

Q So at the time you left the project, you had been

on the project longer than anyone else from both

of the owners, right?

A Yes. And the contractors.
Q Now, in addition to that continuity that you had
there, do you feel that you're having worked for

both owners kind of gave you some sort of

perspective on the project that others didn't

have?
A Possibly, yes.
Q Do you have any thoughts as to how that -- how

your perspective might be different?
A Well, it's hard to get into other people's minds,
but I believe that I had a respect for Santee
Cooper that others did not have on the project. I
thought of them as more than a 45 percent junior
I really felt like I was working

partner. I mean,
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for both SCE&G and Santee Cooper when I was there,
which, technically, everyone was because Santee
Cooper paid 45 percent of the salary for everybody
working on that project. And I understood what
that meant and I felt like I was working for both.
If it was good for SCE&G and good for Santee
Cooper, then I was behind it.

Did you take any actions -- or what actions did
you take to kind of manifest that respect that you
felt toward Santee Cooper while you were
officially working for SCE&G?

I just did my job in that manner. You know, I
tried to represent both utilities and the
customers of both utilities.

Did you work closely with Marion Cherry from
Santee Cooper?

Yes.

Can you describe what kind of relationship you had
with him?

We were very good friends. And with regards to
the business and financial aspects of the project
that I was involved in, I kept Marion up to speed
on what was going on.

You mentioned earlier at several points about the

concern that you and Carlette Walker and Skip
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O

Smith had about the cost and schedule overruns at
the project. Is that correct?
Yes.
Did Marion Cherry share those concerns?
Yes, he did.
How do you know that?
Because we had many conversations discussing that.
Can you describe how those conversations typically
went? What was said in those conversations?
It's hard to paraphrase and get it into words,
but, I mean, we agreed on things. You know, it's
hard to -- really hard to describe that, but we
were of like minds with regards to the project
status and what needed to be done, you know.
Is that very similar to the way you felt about
your relationship with Carlette Walker?
Yes.
Did you and Mr. Cherry or you and Ms. Walker ever
talk about your frustration in getting senior
management of the owners to understand the
seriousness of the cost and schedule delays?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Yes.
Can you describe how often those conversations

occurred?
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A

Maybe every few months. In general, we had a
project review meeting monthly, a monthly project
review meeting. And we -- the business and
finance team tried to get -- while we were able to
attend the meeting, we tried to get business and
finance related commercial issues on the table and
discussed in those meetings. And we were
repeatedly challenged and told that the commercial
issues did not need to be discussed in those
meetings. And the reason we wanted to get them on
the table and be discussed in those meetings is
because of the people who were there, the

manager —-- you know, the senior management was
attending those meetings. If we had a separate
commercial meeting, we were lucky to get the
project manager there. They thought a commercial
meeting had to be just the commercial folks from
the contractor and SCE&G. And we wanted an
audience of senior management and senior -- you
know, executive management to be aware of the
commercial issues that we were describing.

Were you generally told before those meetings not
to bring it up or were you told during the meeting
when you tried to bring it up?

Usually during the meetings.
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Q

A

And who would tell you not to bring that up?
Either Ron Jones, the project manager. Jeff
Archie occasionally would tell us. Sometimes the
contractor would ask us and say let's discuss that
at a commercial meeting and not in here. Because
that's a meeting with, you know, 50 or 60 people
attending the meeting, not ten or 12 that we may
have at a commercial meeting.
Did you feel that Ron Jones was concerned to the
right degree about the scheduling cost delays on
the project?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
That's hard for me to say. I don't know. You
know, I can't really say whether he was concerned
or not about it.
Did Mr. Marsh, Mr. Addison or Mr. Byrne ever shut
you down as far as trying -- when you were trying
to present this information about commercial
issues?
No.
In general, from your experience on the project,
do you feel that the senior management of Santee
Cooper was more concerned about the schedule and
cost delays than the senior management of SCE&G?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
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A

Q

I can't address that. I don't know.

You don't know. If I would use the term senior
management of Santee Cooper, who would you believe
that that included?

Michael Crosby and Lonnie Carter.

And if I were to say the senior management of
SCE&G or SCANA, who would you put in that group?
Jeff Archie, Steve Byrne, Kevin Marsh, Jimmy
Addison.

Now, Marion Cherry at Santee Cooper, he took over
the position that you had --

Yes.

-- after you retired from Santee Cooper. 1Is that
correct?

Correct.

Did you have any transition time with him when you
were still at Santee Cooper?

Yes, about a month.

Okay. And what did you do during that time
period?

Introduced him to everybody, showed him the way
around and the idiosyncrasies of working at a
nuclear plant and things like that.

Now, I believe you mentioned earlier that you

presented the 2014 estimate at completion cost
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team analysis to senior management from SCE&G. Is
that correct?
That's correct.
And I believe you testified that management didn't
do anything with it after that point. Is that
right?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
It's hard to say what they did or didn't do. I
mean, we didn't see any impact from it.
Did that frustrate you at all?
A little. A little.
Did you talk to Carlette Walker about not getting
any follow-up from management on the team's
conclusions on that issue?
I don't recall specifically addressing that with
Carlette. 1It's possible. We did feel -- I mean,
we never even got to a final report stage. We had
a draft report and gave our presentation. And
that was sort of the end of it.
Why didn't you complete a final report?
Moved on to other things.
Did anyone tell you to not write a final report?
No.
You mentioned earlier that you believe there were

material misrepresentations made by SCE&G in some
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filings. Is that correct?
A If representation as a, you know, positive outlook

and status of a project, i1if that's a material

representation, then yes, that would be a true
statement.
0 Now, 1is it correct that no one at SCE&G or SCANA

told you that your team's cost analysis was not

going to go into the PSC filing because it was

believed to not be the most accurate numbers?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A No.

Q So no one gave you the explanation that the
numbers that were going to be presented to the PSC
in 2015,

the Consortium's numbers, were being used

because those numbers were believed to be the most

accurate?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A That is -- we were never told that.
0 Okay.
A I'll say it, I think for the fourth or fifth time,

we were told that to use a cost higher than what

we received from our contractor would be, in

effect, placing a contingency on the project. And
we were not permitted to have a -- any level of
contingency. So the contractor provided us with a
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cost estimate. 1I'm guessing the proper action
would have been to go back to the contractor and
say are you sure this is your cost and ask him to
increase his cost. ©Now, that's kind of a strange
thing to do, but maybe that's what should have
been done, but we didn't do that. We took what
the contractor provided us as his cost estimate,
we did not add any contingency to it. And the
filing was made based on the contractor's cost.
And that reason that you were given as to why that
number was being used in the filing, that was the
only reason that you were told as to why that
number was being used?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Yes.
I'd like to go back in time, Mr. Browne, to before
your 2014 EAC team's work. You had mentioned that
the Consortium had made promises to improve
productivity that they never were able to meet.
Right.
When did they start making these promises,
roughly?
2012. Whenever the vertical construction started.
And, you know, the first few months of poor

performance with that, they said, you know, give
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us time, as soon as we get things rolling it's
going to get better. And it never got better.

Q In what form did they make these promises? Was it
emails, conversations, all of the above?

A All of the above. Generally, meetings. You know,
presenting in the monthly meetings we're going to
put this team over here and they're going to do
better; we're going to take the ones that worked
on Unit Two and move them to Unit Three; it's
going to get better. You know, those types of
issues.

Q When did you start becoming skeptical of their
promises that they would be able to meet their

promises?

A Probably about 2014 was when I started getting
concerned.

Q Do you remember when in that year?

A Let's see, when did we -- maybe 2013, because at

the time of these emails is about the time I was
getting concerned that things weren't turning

around. That was August of '1l3, September of '13.

0 What exhibit are you looking at, Mr. Browne.
A Exhibit No. 1 and Exhibit No. 2.
Q So these two emails, Exhibit No. 1 and Exhibit

No. 2, where you're expressing dismay at the poor
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PF factor that's being performed, this is when you
started becoming skeptical of the Consortium's
ability to —--

This is when I started taking action on it. And,
you know, a little before this, I was getting
concerned. It was hard because they were giving
us reports that did not have the monthly
performance factor and just an inception-to-date,
so 1t was watered down. And I started doing my
own monthly's and looking at the work that had
been completed in a month and said, you know,
we've got a trend developing here, if it's not
corrected, we're going to be in trouble. And
that's what these emails were about.

And one thing I should mention, Mr. Browne. Is
there's going to be a number of occasions where
you know exactly what my question is going to be,
even before I finish. And I would just ask that
you —-- even though you know that, if you hold off
on answering until I finish, because, otherwise,
it's going to be really difficult for the court
reporter.

Sure.

And it also helps because you might -- it helps

make sure you know what the question is too, so
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it's good for everyone.

Did Carlette Walker and Skip Smith become
skeptical of the Consortium's promises on
improving productivity at about the same time you
did or was there some time difference in who first
became skeptical?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

Maybe a little bit of a lag. I mean, I had to put
the things on paper and show, but once they saw
the trends, it didn't take long for them to become
concerned.

Have you ever heard the expression "the canary in
the coal mine?"

Yes.

Do you feel like you were sort of the first canary
to kind of express alarms about this issue?

Yes.

Now, I want to be sure I understand your
organizational chain. You reported to Skip Smith,
correct?

Correct.

Who else reported to Skip Smith?

Occasionally, we would have an analyst. Maybe for
a year or two we had an analyst working for us.

And then in the last six months before I left we
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brought in -- actually he was an accountant, but
he was going to be taking my place. But most of
the time it was just me, Jjust the two of us
working for SCE&G.

Who was that accountant that was brought in?

His name was Joey Gillespie.

Do you recall when he started on the project?

He was originally in our audit group. And I'm not
sure when he started in that group, but he changed
over from SCANA Services audit to SCE&G business
and finance about six months before I left, so
maybe January of 'l7 or 'l6 or so.

So he was in Carlette Walker and Kyle Kochems'
group?

No. He was in the audit group which was under
Iris Griffin at the time, assigned to our project.
Do you know whether Joey Gillespie started doing
the same work that you had been doing on the
project after you left?

Yes. That job changed drastically when we went to
fixed-price because we didn't have that monthly
target price invoice to review. But Joey took
over most of my responsibilities.

Who did Skip Smith report to when you were on the

project?
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A

Q

b

b= ©

Ron Jones, the project manager.

And who else reported to Ron Jones, to your
knowledge?

On my goodness. Direct reports? All of the
managers, the design engineering, Brad Stokes,
Alan Torres who was general manager of
construction. Roosevelt Ward was like ODNP, human
performance, you know, it's a nuclear term. Larry
Cunningham was quality. Licensing was April Rice.
When I left, Al Paglia before April. I think
that's everybody.

And to your knowledge, do you know who Ron Jones
reported to?

Ron Jones reported to Jeff Archie.

Do you know who Jeff Archie reported to?

Jeff Archie reported to Steve Byrne.

Did Skip Smith ever talk to you about whether he
shared the concerns about the Consortium's
productivity and cost overruns with Ron Jones?

No.

Did you ever ask him about that?

No.

Why not?

I just assumed it really wasn't any of my

business. I mean, my Jjob was to tell Skip. What
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Skip did with it was his business.

Q Did Skip Smith ever share with you any actions he
was taking to try to address the situation about
cost overruns?

A No.

Q What was the relationship, organizationally,
between Skip Smith and Carlette Walker?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Carlette was in the SCANA chain as the vice
president of nuclear accounting, but they sort of
functioned as co-leaders of our business and
finance group. I mean, Carlette had her people
working for her and Skip had me, and we worked as
a team. But skip did not report to Carlette.

0 Mr. Browne, in 2014 when your team reached its
cost estimates, the EAC team reached its cost
estimate, did you feel that you needed anymore
data from the Consortium to know that their cost
estimates were inaccurate?

A There were a lot of gquestions we had that we never
got answered, you know, for the Consortium. But,
honestly, we felt like ours was a better number,
not because of them leaving out anything, just
assumptions that they made and the performance

factor that they used. It was a big one.
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Q

And let's go ahead and kind of dive into those
assumptions that are relevant to the estimate of
cost.

Sure.

You mentioned performance factor. Would you say
that's the most important factor?

Yes.

And can you list other factors that are relevant
to that estimate? Kind of -- and also describe
how important they are.

Sure. Other factors would be the ratio of
indirect craft to direct craft. I think I
mentioned earlier indirect craft are people who
are maybe cleaning up and bringing -- you know,
keeping ice water in the coolers and taking care
of the facilities on-site. They're not directly
involved in constructing the plant. And there's a
ratio that was the direct to indirect ratio.
Normally, I was used to seeing maybe ten or

15 percent. If you have a hundred people direct
craft, maybe 15 people working on indirect to
support them. On this project, that ratio was out
of whack. At times, there were more indirect than
there were direct. Then there's a ratio of field

non-manual. Field non-manual are supervisors,
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engineers, people like that. They're actually on
site, but they're not doing manual work. So
there's going to be a ratio of field non-manual to
direct craft. But everything in the estimate and
on a project derives from how many people does it
take to do the direct craft building of the
construction, so those are ratios that are
important. And you also have to look at the
schedule, how many months -- how long is the
project, because there's a cost associated with
maintaining a site that doesn't show up in your
manpower. You know, you're renting offices,
you're taking -- you've got water you're paying
for, you've got your utilities and all those sorts
of things, your warehouse space, maybe. And
there's a cost per month that you have to figure.
So the longer your project is, the more months you
have of that cost. So those are the big things
that drive your costs.

And those four things that you mentioned,
performance factor, ratio of indirect to direct
labor, field non-manual and schedule, were those
all factors that went into your cost estimate
model?

Yes.
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Kenneth Browne - September

Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

Q Are there any other factors that you can recall
now that went into that model?

A I can't recall any. Those were the big ones.
Those are what drove the costs.

Q This model, did you have -- did you create some
kind of database with formulas in it that would
spit out an estimate or --

A It was a spreadsheet, just a fairly large

spreadsheet. You could print it all on one sheet

with the variables that you would change, such as
those ratios and your performance factor and the
schedule, duration and how much per month does it
cost to maintain a site. And when you put all of
that in there, the cost is going to come out.

Q So on the spreadsheet, if you were to change the

estimated schedule completion date, there would be
a formula in the spreadsheet that would show how
that would affect the estimated cost for the
estimated completion?

A Yes.

Q And you talked about this earlier, but I Jjust want

to go back and be sure I understand. Was it your

testimony that both the Consortium estimate at
completion costing and your EAC team used the same

cost estimate model?
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A

Q

No, that's not true.

Okay. Can you explain to me what model they used?
They didn't use a model. They developed a
bottoms-up estimate that had reams of paper in it,
where ours was just one sheet. So their cost was
built up based on starting from, you know, how
much rebar is in the project, how much structural
steel, how much concrete. We started with how
many labor hours are in the project and applied
those ratios to it to get a total. But we got our
labor hours from their raw data.

They were, though, using some sort of assumption
or estimate of what the productivity factor would
be?

Yes.

Do you have any understanding as to how they used
that number in their estimate?

They used the 1.15 performance factor in their
estimate.

And do you have any understanding as to how --
what formulas they used in their model versus the
formula that you used in your model with a given
performance factor? Do you understand that
question?

No.
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& Gas Company,

Okay, let me -- so I understand they used a
performance factor of 1.15 --

Right.

-—- and your EAC team used a performance factor of
1.40. Is that right?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I'm not sure.

Okay.

I'm not sure what we used. We used several. I'm
not sure what the final number was based on.
Okay. And we'll get to that later. Do you have
any understanding as to whether they weighted the
performance factor differently in their model
versus the weight that you placed on performance
factor in your cost estimate model?

I don't think so, but I don't know.

Did Westinghouse ever provide you with the reams
of paper that you're talking about that they used
to come up with their EAC?

Some of it, not all.

Can you describe what portion of it you received?
We got a huge spreadsheet with, I don't know,
maybe 300 pages of stuff that went all the way

back to how much steel and how much rebar and how

much concrete and rolled into a cost for doing the
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work.
Q Were you able to understand the spreadsheet that
they gave you?
A Pretty much. Pretty much.
Q Did your EAC team use the same schedule assessment
that the Consortium EAC cost team used in 20142
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A Yes.

Q Did you just -- did your team just accept the
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schedule assessment that was used by the
Consortium or did SCE&G do any independent
schedule assessment?

A Parties in SCE&G did do a schedule assessmen
business and finance did not. And we used t
same schedule that the contractor used.

Q And I want to understand if you used that sa
schedule because the construction team at SC
did some analysis and came up with the same

assessment that the Consortium did or if the

construction team said just use the schedule

assessment that the Consortium came up with? Do
you understand the difference there?

A I do, but we were instructed to use the same
guaranteed substantial completion dates that were

in that schedule for our cost estimate.
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Q So your understanding is that SCE&G did not do any

independent schedule assessment, but was -- but

you were told to use the dates that the Consortium
A Well, my understanding is that SCE&G did do an
independent schedule assessment. I don't know the
results of that, but there was an assessment done
by others within SCE&G. But for consistency and
cost and matching, we had to use the same

schedule. You have too many variables. If you

start throwing in a different schedule and trying

to explain why is your cost different from theirs,

well, we used a different schedule. So we based
our cost on the same schedule that the contractor
used.

Q And I guess the question I would ask you about

we can't use the

that is your team said, look,

same -- we don't think it's accurate to use the

same performance factor that the Consortium used,

so we're not going to assume that same performance

factor. Why could your team not say we're not

going to use the same schedule assessment that the

Consortium's using because we don't think that's

accurate —-

A Because we were not the schedule people. We were
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the commercial people.
So your team was doing what was told?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Correct.
And who told your team to use the schedule
assessment that was provided by the Consortium?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Our team was not told to use the schedule
assessment by the Consortium. Our team was told
to use the guaranteed substantial completion dates
that were in place at that time.
And those dates to your understanding, were those
dates the same schedule assessment input that the
Consortium EAC team used to develop its cost
analysis?
Yes.
Who told your team to use the dates, the
guaranteed substantial completion dates, that the
Consortium had agreed to?
I'm not sure.
Who would you generally expect that to have told
you that?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I don't know the source of -- you know, we were

just told to use the same dates for consistency

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 196 of 345

196

21510 961 abed - 3-0/¢-2102Z # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JoquianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3
Office of Regulatory Staff

Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E Page 197 of 345

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina 197

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

that the contractor used.
Do you recall who in your chain of command first
told you about your role in heading up this EAC
team?
That would have been Skip, my boss.
Could it have been Skip who told you to use the
guaranteed substantial completion dates as the
input?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Possibly.
Is there anyone else who you would put within the
realm of the possible people who could have told
you that?

MR. CHALLY: Same objection.
It did not originate with Skip. Somebody would
have told Skip.
And just to go back to your testimony, if the
substantial completion dates that were used by
your team had been later dates than what you used,
that would have increased the cost estimate that
your team reached. Is that correct?
Yes. Not by a substantial amount, but -- because
your —-- the cost was driven by the labor cost. If

you've got a certain amount of work to do, if it

takes you a little bit longer to do it, your labor
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costs are the same. The only cost that would be
impacted by the schedule is that monthly carrying
cost for the facilities and things like that,
which is a small portion of the total cost
estimate. Does that make sense?

It does. Correct me if I'm wrong, but you're
saying that performance factor is by far the most
important input on this EAC --

Absolutely. Absolutely.

That's the input that you cared the most about it?
Yes, performance factors and those rations that I
addressed.

Okay. And that would be the indirect to direct
labor and the field non-manual ratio?

That's right.

Can you describe the process that your team used
in coming up with the PF estimate that you used
for determining your own EAC estimate?

We looked at what -- some specific areas where
they focused on doing work and we got some input
from our construction group, Kyle Young and his
people. And we looked at what their performance
factors had been on that recent work similar to
some of the work that was going to be done in the

future. And we applied a little bit of
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performance improvement, but not a lot to that.
And we felt like that was a rational analysis of,
you know, what could be expected in the future for
performance.

Why did you feel that was the rational approach?
Because it would not be realistic to base it all
on the -- all categories of work if they weren't
going to be doing much of that work in the future.
And also, we wanted to have some focused areas
where experienced people were doing things for at
least the second time going forward because there
would be a lot of repetitive work. So we wanted
to take advantage of the learning curve instead of
having brand new people coming in because that
impacts your performance. So we felt like, you
know, these people have done this before; what was
their performance in this area; the design is all
worked out; they're doing it for at least a second
time; what was their performance here. And we
felt like that was the best that they could
achieve would be doing that.

Were you the lead on your team as far as
developing that PF assumption or estimate to be
used in the EAC model due to your engineering

background?

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 199 of 345

199

21510 661 9bed - 3-0/€-2102Z # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Kenneth Browne -
Richard Lightsey,
Electric

A

Q

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

2018
et al. v. South Carolina
et al.

September 25,
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Yes.

I think you mentioned that your EAC team conducted

some interviews during this process. Is that
correct?

Yes.

Do you recall who you interviewed?

The primary person was Joe Aurostogui, and I'm

going to make a stab at spelling his last name.

A-r-o-s-t-e-g-u-i, I believe. He was a CB&I
project controls manager.

And why did you interview him?

Because he was the lead project controls person
for CB&I on developing their cost estimate.

What information did you gather from him?

An explanation of that 300 page spreadsheet and,
you know, explaining those -- their methodology
and developing their estimate. Because in order
to have an opinion on their estimate, we had to
understand as best we could how they developed it
and what went into their development of the
estimate.

Did you talk to him about the 1.15 PF that the
Consortium was using in its estimate?

Yes.

What did he say about that?
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A

b

= ©

It was too low.
He didn't agree with 1it?
He didn't agree with it.

Did he say why?

He just didn't think they were going to make that

performance.

Did that factor into your conclusion that it
wasn't a good factor to use in --

It didn't really factor into it. It reinforced
it.

Did he mention anything about why the Consortium
was proposing that productivity factor when he
didn't think it could be reached?

Over his paygrade. He was directed to use it.
Did he mention who --

No.

Were there any other interviews that your team
conducted, other than Joe?

We interviewed some of the Westinghouse people,
and I can't remember specifically who. But most
of the costs were CB&I cost. And Joe was our —--
we talked to him more than once.

Did CBI hire both the direct and the indirect
laborers?

Yes.
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0] Did they also hire the field non-manual labor?

A Yes. Well, there were Westinghouse people on-site

who would be considered field non-manual, but they
were not in the target price, they were in the

firm price scope.

0 So that wouldn't be a factor in your assessment of
costs?
A Correct. We were evaluating target price only,

target and T&M.

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0258894-96 was
marked Exhibit No. 14 for
identification.)

BY MR. COX:

0 So, Mr. Browne, I've handed you a document marked

Exhibit No. 14. Like Mr. Haltiwanger instructed

you, go ahead and take a moment to review this

document. It's an email that I think you reviewed

partially in an earlier exhibit. It also includes

an attachment. Just let me know when you're ready

to discuss it.

A Sure. (Witness reviewing document). Okay.

0 So, Mr. Browne, the first sentence you talk about,
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conducted by the Consortium. Is that right?
That's correct.

And you were planning to get it on Friday, August
29th. 1Is that right?

That would be right, yes.

In bullet point number one, you reference, "Being
separated from everything for the last two weeks
for work on the schedule has been good."™ What are
you referring to there?

It was a schedule evaluation that was taking place
parallel to this EAC, and the people participating
in that were segregated into a different building
to get away from the normal daily phone calls and
emails and questions that came up. And I was
thinking that it would probably be good to be able
to do the same thing with the EAC team.

You weren't part of that schedule team, right?

I was part of that schedule team, as the observer
from business and finance, because I knew that
information would be needed to go into this.

Who else was on that schedule team?

Oh my goodness. It was a joint team between the
contractor and SCE&G. From SCE&G, Kyle Young, and
Bernie Hydrick were probably the only

representatives. It was primarily driven by the
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contractors.

Was Mr. Torres part of that group?

No.

The work that that schedule team did, was that
used at all for your EAC cost estimate?

No.

Do you know what the results that that team
reached were?

No. I pulled off of that to do this.

Were you unsure, at this time when you wrote this
email, whether you would be using the results of
that schedule analysis in your EAC cost estimate
rather than the guaranteed substantial completion
dates?

Didn't really know then what we were going to be
using. Somewhere in the process, we were told to
use the guaranteed substantial completion dates.
Following up on that question, down at bullet
point number five you say, "What schedule do we
want to base our EAC on?"

That's correct, that's the question.

So at some point after you sent this email, you
were told that the schedule that you would use for
your EAC estimate would be the guaranteed

substantial completion dates?
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Yes.
Bullet point number four in this email, you
reference the need to define our mission and goals
for the EAC review. Can you describe what the
mission and goals were that eventually were
developed for your team?

as it turned out,

Our mission, was primarily to

validate the cost estimate, understand it and
validate it.

And in bullet point number six you say, "What will
be the product? Presentation to management?
Report? Both?"

Right.
Ultimately, what was the product that your team
reached?

A presentation, no report.
Now, you reference an attachment to this email,
and it's page three of this exhibit. Can you
describe what this attachment to your email is?
These are questions that -- I think I probably did
this at home one night just trying to think about,
you know, what questions are we going to need
answered to be able to make an educated assumption
of the EAC. And it gets back to a lot of the

things that we've already talked about, such as
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the ratios, the PF for subcontract work, PFs for
direct labor work, field non-manual categories,
things 1like that, all of the inputs that would go
into developing a cost estimate. Or most of them,
I'm sure there's some that are not in here.

You mentioned on bullet point number one, "To what
level schedule has the EAC been developed?"

Yes.

What do you mean by that?

In scheduling, there's like a level one schedule
which you could draw with one line. Some people
call them stick and ball. It's just a line with a
circle and a date. And then you get all the way
down to the detailed schedule. I don't know how
many items were in the VC Summer schedule, but it
was over 100,000 activities in the schedule with,
you know, durations for each of those activities
and the sequence. Maybe a level three or a level
four is what that would be called. And my
question here was, you know, did they use the
detailed schedule for developing the cost or did
they use a level one schedule?

Would that affect how much you weighted the
schedule in your cost estimate?

No, it would affect the accuracy of their schedule
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because they did a much more -- of their cost
estimate because they did a much more detailed
analysis as opposed to our one sheet. You don't
do a cost estimate for a $10 billion nuclear plant
on a one-page spreadsheet. The real cost estimate
should be done with, you know, lots and lots of
information going into it. And that wvalidity of
that information is directly related to what level
of schedule you base it on.

So I guess the question I'm asking is your -- the
cost estimate model you developed didn't weight
the schedule based on how reliable you thought the
schedule was?

Correct.

And ultimately, you were provided schedule
information and told to use that in your cost
estimate, correct?

Correct. Which was just the dates -- completion
dates. You're starting today and you're finishing
September 2019, September of 2020. From today
until then, how many months is it? How much is it
a month? You know, that was the level of what was
in our model.

Just to go back to that schedule team that

Mr. Young and Mr. Hydrick were part, are you
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familiar with the form of their final product, as

far as a schedule assessment, like whether it was

a PowerPoint, a presentation, an email?

A I am not, no.
(Whereupon, EAC Review Team Preliminary
Update was marked Exhibit No. 15 for
identification.)

BY MR. COX:

0 Mr. Browne,

marked Exhibit No. 15 Bates-stamped
SCANA RP0024674.

A Yes.

Q If you can go ahead and review that and let me

know when you're prepared to discuss it.

A I'm prepared already.
0 Can you describe what this document is?
A This is the PowerPoint presentation that was used

in presenting the owner's EAC to our management.
0 Who prepared this document?
the EAC team.

A Our team, I think Margaret Felkel

actually put it together, but it was with input
from our team.

Q Do you believe the preparation date of October 6,

2014 is accurate to you?
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A

I can't say for sure. I don't know why it
wouldn't be.

Do you recall whether the executive meeting that
you had the presentation occurred around

October 13, 20147

That's about right.

Who was at that meeting?

I can't say for sure. I do know -- I know Kevin
Marsh was there because I sat next to him. I know
that Lonnie Carter, Mike Crosby and Marion Cherry
were there from Santee Cooper. Skip Smith was
there. And I don't know who else was there.

Were all the members --

Typically, it would have been Jeff Archie, Steve
Byrne, Kevin Marsh. That's probably -- you know,
but I can't say for sure they were there, all of
those people. It's been four years ago.

So let's turn to page three of this document. The
first bullet on that page says "CB&I projects the
To-Go PF will be 1.15." That references the
performance factor that the Consortium was
projecting until the end of the project, correct?
Yes. To-Go means from current date to the end of
the project, forgetting about the historical

impact of it.

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 209 of 345

209

21§ 0 60Z 9bed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JoquianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1D3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

2018
South Carolina

Kenneth Browne - September 25,
et al. v.

et al.

Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

Q And you're also representing there that the

performance factor up to the date of August 14th

was 1.46. Is that right?
A That's correct.
0] And the third bullet point references, "EAC team

anticipates a To-Go PF closer to 1.40 and
recalculated the cost, resulting in an additional

increase of approximately 101 million."

refresh your recollection of what the PF that your

team used was?
A Obviously. 1.4, yes.
0 When you say this is the cost impact of the To-Go
PF of 1.40 versus 1.15, what do you mean by that?
A That's $101 million more than the contractor's
cost estimate just because of this difference in
performance factor. For the same number of
hours -- same number of work hours, earned hours,
if you will, it's going to increase the cost by
$101 million just to go from a 1.15 to a 1.4.

Q Do you believe the Consortium's use of an

inappropriately low PF is the biggest factor as to

why their cost estimate was inappropriately low?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Several factors, not just the performance factor.

Those ratios that are mentioned, the indirect
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craft to direct craft, the field non-manual to
manual, the cost, the carrying cost, I don't
recall what they used, but it seems like it was
low. We did find in their cost estimate - And I
think it's probably mentioned in here. - they
developed a cost, sent it to their headquarters in
Texas, CB&I's headquarters, and the management of
CB&I just made discretionary cuts to the cost with
no explanation. We call them the Woodlands cuts,
and we identified those and felt like there was no
justification for making those cuts and costs.
The work still had to be done.

Q So there were a number of reasons that you felt

the Consortium's EAC estimate was inappropriately

low?

A Yes. They're probably pointed out in this
presentation.

Q Do you feel like the PF factor was the most

important one or could you not say that for sure?
A I don't think it was. I think the Woodlands cuts
were more than that 100 million. Yeah, they cut
296 million, which is on slide nine. CB&I cut the
EAC by 296 million at a very high level.
Q So that's the page that has the long number at the

bottom of SCANA RP 002468272
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Yes.

Can you explain, again, what that 269 million
number represents?

269 million?

Yeah.

Those are cuts that were removed from the
developed cost estimate by management of the
contractor in Woodlands, Texas without any
explanation as to how they were going to achieve
those cost savings. Because its target price, it
didn't really matter to them if they ever achieved
them or not. They were going to get paid what
their cost was.

So did your team use the full number?

We put it back.

Who actually made the presentation to the
management team at this meeting?

different sections.

Our team, People had

separated out. Each one had a responsibility
during the review and we each did our own piece at
the presentation.

Did you receive any questions from management at
the end of the presentation?

Yes.

Do you recall what questions were asked?
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& Gas Company,

No.
Do you recall the general response of the
disappointment,

executive team, such as surprise,

fear? Could you characterize their response?
I think it was more disappointment.

Was there any talk at that meeting about what
would occur next?

No.

How long did that meeting last?

A few hours.

Did anyone take notes at that meeting?

Yes.

Who took notes?
I couldn't say. Just about everybody. I mean,
everybody had a copy of this presentation and they
were jotting notes on it, so.

And I actually saw some notes on this one, page
246857

There's one note on 24680. Yeah.
Do you know whose notes those are?
I don't.

Where was this meeting held at?

At the corporate campus, the new office building
down off of I-77.

I don't know if you know what

I'm talking about when I say that.
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0 I don't. I don't know the old office either.

A Downtown at the -- what's -- the Hub now I think
they call it, residence.

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0020794,

0954157-161 was marked Exhibit No. 16

for identification.)

MR. CHALLY: I didn't notice this until just

now, but did you mean to have two attachments to
157

MR. COX: I did. I included a native file
with it.

BY MR. COX:

0 Mr. Browne, 1f you could go and review Exhibit
No. 16 and let me know when you're ready to

discuss that.

A (Witness reviewing document). Okay.

@) So, Mr. Browne, this is an email that was
forwarded to you from Marion Cherry. Is that
right?

A I was copied on it. Actually, it's from Marion to

Ron Jones and I received a copy of it.

@) Okay. And in the email that's being forwarded to

you, Mr. Crosby is sending an email to Mr. Byrne.
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Is that right?
A Yes.
Q And in the email, Mr. Crosby says that Marion

worked with business and finance to produce the
following charts that were discussed in the

executive steering committee meeting on March

6th.
A Yes.
Q When Mr. Crosby says "business and finance," were

you one of the people that Marion Cherry worked
with to produce these charts?
A I think Marion produced the charts with
information that he got from business and finance,
I was

and I did not give him the information.

aware of it. You know, it's -- I think he got the

information from Sheri Wicker. But either Kevin

or Sheri probably gave it to Marion.

Q The executive steering committee meeting on
March 6th, were you present at that meeting?

A No.

Q At the bottom of the first page of the email,

Mr. Crosby states, "As you recall upon receiving

the EAC August 2014, the Consortium promised to

self-correct and drive productivity and the labor

ratios back closer to the EPC basis." 1Is that a
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correct statement about what the Consortium
promised to do?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A That is a correct statement.

Q I'd like to turn to the last three pages which are
the charts attached to the email that was
forwarded to you. The first page of charts, at
the top it says, "Target cost 62.4 million over

EAC basis and five months following receipt of

EAC."
A Yes.
Q Do you know what that means?
A Yes.
Q Can you describe what that means?
A What that means is that as a result of not

achieving the PF performance goals and craft
ratios that we discussed, the target cost had
increased by $62.4 million during this period.

Q So would that be a statement that already just six
or so months after the Consortium's EAC, it's
already 62.4 million over the target cost that it
projected in August 20147

A That's correct.

Q Can you describe what the three charts below that

statement show?
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A The first chart is the direct craft productivity
which is the performance factors. The green line
down at the bottom is approximately 1.15 which is
what the EAC was based on. The red bullets above
there are the actual performance factors that
occurred in each of those months, which are all in
the neighborhood of two or more. One was as high
as 2.8. And the blue line is the cumulative
performance factor, that would be the
inception-to-date performance factor, increasing
as a result of those red bullets that you see
above it. And the $11.4 million is the cost

impact of those higher PFs during this period --

Q So that would be -- I'm sorry, go ahead.
A During this five-month period.
Q So that would be 11.4 million over the estimated

target due to the higher productivity factors?

A Yes.

Q Can you go on to the next chart?

A The next chart is the indirect and direct craft
labor. Again, that's the people building the

plant compared to the people supporting them, or

indirect craft. The EAC basis of -- it looks like

it's a .4 something, 0.4. And the actuals are the

red bullets. And the cost of that is $20 million
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compared to what it would have been had they met

their goals at the EAC.

Q Okay. Can you go to the last --
A And below is field non-manual to direct craft,
similar. The EAC basis looks like it's about a

.55 or something. Actuals are up over 1.2 and the
cost is $31 million.

0 Would it be fair to say, Mr. Browne, that by the
time of this email, there already existed
significant evidence that the Consortium was not
going to meet the EAC that they had projected just
six months earlier?

A Yes.

0 Is that the purpose, in your mind, of Mr. Crosby's
email to point out that the Consortium is already
not fulfilling the promises it made in August?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A That would be my guess.
Q Do you know why Mr. Cherry forwarded this to you?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I can't say, other than to show me these curves.
I didn't -- I have not -- you know, he didn't give
me these curves. He gave —-- he prepared these

curves and gave them to his management. And this

would be him providing that to me.
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Q

A

When you say "curves," what are you referring to?
The charts.

Do you have any reason to believe that

Mr. Cherry's information used here was not
accurate?

None whatsoever.

Did he usually use accurate information?
Absolutely, yes.

Can you go to the next to last page and describe
what this chart shows?

This one, yes. This is what I was describing
earlier today --

This is the chart?

-- percent complete direct craft work. The
extrapolation shows along their current progress
where they would be at the August 'l9 date. And

the 100 percent complete is at the end of the

other line, if you're following me here. This
is -- at their current progress, they would be
here when it was supposed to be finished here. So

in order to make this date, they had to work and
improve and do the work along this line. And what
made it even more difficult is as this goes out,
this line gets steeper and steeper.

Is it fair to say, Mr. Browne, that the steeper
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b

>0

that line gets, the harder it is for the
Consortium to meet the goals that it set out for
itself to complete?

Yes. Yes, definitely. The steepness of this line
represents how much work they would have to do in
a given period. So while they were accomplishing
this much work, they needed to be doing that much.
Did this cause you concern?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

This did not -- specific situation cause me a lot
of concern. This information did not cause me
concern because I already knew it. This was the

same thing that I had been raising flags about for
months.

So it didn't surprise you?

Correct.

Why is it concerning for the project?

Because it indicates that you're not going to
finish on schedule.

Turning to the last page, Mr. Browne. Can you
describe what that chart shows?

It looks like there is a series of curves. And
this was prepared by Mr. Cherry and I'm not
totally familiar with it, but it appears to be a

series of curves that represent different inputs
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to the EAC cost model, such as varying the
performance factor or varying the indirect to
direct craft ratio and the field non-manual to
direct craft ratio and what those impacts of

varying those numbers are on the cost.

0 And there's a dot on this chart labeled PSC
filing. Can you explain what that represents?
A That would represent the cost that was included in

the Public Service Commission filing.

Q That was the filing in March 2015. 1Is that right?
A I'm not sure what the date of this was. Probably
is, yes, because this is -- this data is

September '1l4 to January '1l5.

@) The curve labeled EAC, is that a curve that uses
that EAC estimate developed by the Consortium or
by your team?

A That would be the Consortium number. That's a
1.15 performance factor, 0.39 direct -- or
indirect to direct and .53 field non-manual to
direct.

Q Do you know why the estimated cost for the
Consortium was higher than the number that was
provided by the company to the PSC?

A I do not.

0 Was it your belief that the number was the same?
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A

Q

Yes.

The top of this chart includes a row labeled
September 'l4 to January 2015 average PF 2.27.
Does that indicate that the performance factor of
the Consortium during that time period averaged
out to 2.277

I would assume, yes.

That's about twice the PF that the Consortium
projected. Is that right?

That's correct.

What does that mean in layman's terms?

That means that the cost has doubled, in layman's
terms.

Does it mean it's taken them almost twice as long
to get the work time?

Not necessarily because you could have more
people. This is not a schedule related item here;
this is a cost related item. If you could
physically hire the people and put them in the
place to do the job, it just impacts your cost
because it takes more people to do the work. If
you can't hire the people or you can't get them
into the place to do the job, that impacts your
schedule because it takes longer.

Do you need a break, Mr. Browne?
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A I'm fine.
MR. COX: Does anyone need a break? Let's go

off the record.

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the end of tape number
five in the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're
off the record at 5:22 p.m.

(Off the Record)

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is tape number six in the
deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the record
at 5:32 p.m.

(Whereupon, Email SCANA RP0021575,

577-583 was marked Exhibit No. 17 for
identification.)

BY MR. COX:

Q Mr. Browne, I have handed you a document that's

been labeled Exhibit No. 17. Have you had a
chance to review that document?

A Yes.

Q It's an email from Sheri Wicker to Carlette Walker
copying you and Kevin Kochems. There's two

attachments to the email. Can you describe what
each attachment is?

A The first attachment is a log, as we called it,

but it's a spreadsheet. But it's actually just a
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log of questions that we would come up with during
our independent review and send the questions to
different people with the Consortium for
correspondence, you know, to provide an answer to
us. The different columns on there just represent
the date, who came up with the question or who
they should respond to with an answer. The basis
looks like a Unit Two substantial completion date.
Description of the question, which Consortium
member, either CB&I or Westinghouse, the person at
the Consortium and then a completion date and any
notes or comments regarding the response from the
Consortium.

Was this document sort of a living document that
was completed as your team did its work?

Yes.

Who prepared the original spreadsheet?

Sheri Wicker.

Where did she get the information to put in it?
From the team members as we were reviewing through
the EAC.

So I guess I meant —-- there's a column labeled
description along with each action item. How did
the team come up with these action items?

Just questions that we may have as we're looking
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b
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A

through the EAC.

Through the Consortium's EAC?

Yes, yes.

Do you recall when this spreadsheet was completed?
It was done as we were conducting the review. I'm
not sure that every question was answered, so I
don't know if you could call it completed or not,
but it was just a working document for us to keep
track of our questions and the responses to the
questions.

The filename for this spreadsheet is EACs Review
Team Action Items Final 11-11-14. Does that
indicate to you that this spreadsheet was
finalized or you quit working on the action item
somewhere around November 11, 20147

That may be the final date for a response. I
don't know that we did anything after our
presentation to management, as far as reviewing
the EAC.

And that's what I was going to ask. That's a few
weeks after your presentation. And I was
wondering if you did recall whether there was any
cleanup items or work that was done right after
your presentation?

I think there were some questions that were still
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outstanding and the answers may have come back
after. If you look at the date of the questions
originating, I think all of those will show up
during our review period.

Who is Joann Hyde?

She was the commercial manager for Westinghouse.
Is she the one you would go to from Westinghouse
if you needed data to help you come up with your
EAC estimate?

Yes.

Was she helpful in providing information?

Yes.

During your team's work, did she ever refuse to
provide any information you asked for?

I don't think so.

At any time during your work on the project, did
anyone from Westinghouse refuse to provide
information for any assessments or estimates you

wanted to make on cost?

I don't think so. But, again, we were not asking

them for information. What we were asking them

for were explanations of their costs. We had them

explain their cost and we would take their

explanation and either accept it as it was -- in

the case with Westinghouse, I think we did accept

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Page 226 of 345

226

21§ o 9zz 9bed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

most of their cost as they presented them. CB&I,
we didn't agree with a lot of their costs so we
modified them.

So if -- for example, i1if the Consortium had a
certain PF factor for indirect to direct labor,
you would want to know how they came up with that
assumption or estimate for that factor?

That's right.

And was Joe Aurostogui, was he helpful in
providing information that you needed for your
team's estimate?

Yes.

Did he refuse to ever provide any information to
you?

No.

Can you explain or describe what the second
attachment is to this email?

This is an explanation of a spreadsheet that we
developed that had columns of various -- the first
column was the cost basis of the contract and then
the following columns were modifications to that
cost estimate. Without the spreadsheet, it's
difficult to make much sense of this, but it does
explain what the columns are on that sheet.

So we're talking now about the document that at
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the bottom is labeled EAC Validation Report. Is
that correct?

That's correct.

And you're saying this document matches up with
certain columns on a spreadsheet that your team
prepared?

Yes.

We haven't seen that spreadsheet here today, have
we?

I have not seen that today. You may have, but I
haven't.

The meeting where the Consortium presented you
with their EAC, was that a sitdown meeting or did
they just give you paperwork?

No, that was a sitdown meeting at our corporate
headquarters off of I-77.

So that's the same location where you presented
the results of your team's assessment to senior
management?

Yes. And mostly the same people there.

And let's go ahead and go to that. The meeting
where the Consortium presented to you their
results, can you go ahead and state to the best of
your recollection who was there?

It was myself, Skip Smith, Carlette Walker, Kevin
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Kochems. 1In general. I mean, I don't recall the
names and faces of everybody that were at that
meeting, but in general, it would have been us,
Kevin Marsh, Steve Byrne. I don't know if Jeff
Archie was there or Jimmy Addison, I can't say.
And that's what I wanted to know if it was only to
your EAC team or some members of senior management
were there?

Yes, absolutely.

I think you mentioned earlier that you're not sure
what caused the Consortium to conduct an EAC
analysis. Is that right?

We had -- the owner had asked for an EAC analysis
to be done for several years. I'm not sure what
finally prompted them to do it. Does that make
sense?

It does. And I'll follow up with that with asking
you based on your role at the project, do you know
who would be the most likely person to know what
caused the Consortium to do that review?

It had to happen in senior management. I mean, I
don't know where it came from otherwise. That
would be, you know, Jeff Archie, Steve Byrne or
Kevin Marsh. You'd have to get the answer to that

from one of those three.
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Did you ever discuss with SCANA and SCE&G
management the possibility of doing an owner's EAC
earlier than 20147

No.

Was that topic ever brought up to you by anyone
else?
Well, we had our model that we developed and
trying to keep that updated. And it was sort of a
living model as well. And we probably started
doing that in early 2014. But it was not prompted
by anyone. We just did it within business and
finance.

So business and finance started a model that gave

a rough estimate of EAC costs starting in early

20147
That's when we started working on it. It took a
while to get it tweaked and working, yes.

Did that model continue working even after your
team finished its work and presented the results
of your in-depth analysis to senior management?
Yes, we actually used that model to justify the
fixed-price.

I'd like to turn to the last attachment to this
It's labeled

email, page three of that document.

21579 at the bottom.
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A

Q

Right.

Actually, go to the bottom of page two of this
document. It says, "In the four subsequent months
since receipt of the EAC, the ITD PF has increased
steadily from to 1.45 to the current value due to
monthly values of 1.97 for August, 1.95 for
September, 1.91 for October, and 2.48 for
November." To your knowledge, is that an accurate
statement of the data that occurred after --

I believe so, yes.

The next page says, "In its EAC, the Consortium
assumed that the project would reach a goal of

PF -- a goal PF of 1.15 within six months. This
does not appear to be achievable." Is it correct
to say that the Consortium assumed that the PF
goal of 1.15 would be reached within six months?
Yes.

And that would be around February 2015. Is that
correct?

Right.

So is it correct to say that in February 2015
SCE&G knew that the Consortium had failed in its
goal of reaching a PF of 1.15 within six months?
Yes.

This last attachment to this email, do you know
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when this document was created?

A I believe it was created concurrently with the EAC
review, so fall of 'l4.

0 It's referring to PFs --

A It does have -- it has PFs after that, so it had
to be afterwards, yeah.

@) And I think you had testified earlier that your
team didn't prepare a report. When I saw this, I
looked at it as a report from your team. Would

you look at it as a different type of document?

A Yes.
Q Can you describe the difference?
A This is separate from -- okay. This document 1is,

again, addressing the spreadsheet that we'wve not
seen yet, which was a summary of the Consortium's
EAC and our review comments specifically addressed
to those columns from the EAC.

Q So, in your mind, this document kind of sets forth

what's in that spreadsheet?

A Yes.
0 Explains it.
A Explains it. ©Now, had there been a final report

done, it would have been developed based on this
information. This was our working papers here of

the review. This is not prepared to be a formal
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presentation of a report to be given to anyone,
but it is our summary of our review team's efforts
for our use.

0 Did Ms. Wicker also draft -- do the drafting of
this report?

A All of us took part in this.

Q It sounds like all of the documents that your team

generated, your team all contributed to those

documents. Is that correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Do you know why Ms. Wicker was sending these
documents to you in May of 20157

A Actually, she sent them to Carlette. And I'm not
sure why she did it in May of '15.

Q That meeting that you described earlier in which

Carlette Walker's PSC testimony was being
developed, was there any discussion at that
meeting about concern that the Consortium's EAC
estimates were already six months later off the
mark from what the Consortium had represented that
they could do?
MR. CHALLY: Hold on. Subject to the
discussion had earlier on the record and

specifically our continuing instruction since

overruled by the judge for the witness not to
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answer, 1f you want to proceed have at it.

A So, yes, there was discussion of the facts that
performance since submission of the EAC did not

support the cost contained in the EAC.

Q Is that a point you raised at the meeting?

A Yes.

Q And how was that point responded to by those
present?

A The response was we cannot submit a cost that is

higher than what the Consortium has provided us in
their estimate because that would be viewed as a
contingency over and above the cost provided by
the Consortium, and we cannot propose a
contingency on the project.

0 Was there any discussion at that meeting of asking
the Consortium for an updated cost estimate since

the estimate they had provided was over six months

old?
A No.
Q Is that a point that anyone brought up?
A I don't recall it being brought up.
Q I know you testified that you don't believe

Carlette Walker was at that meeting. Do you

recall whether any non-attorneys were present at
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that meeting besides yourself?

A Yes.
0 Who was there?
A Probably Kevin. I mean, I don't have a

photographic memory, but I would guess Kevin

Kochems, Byron Hinson. He typically was at the

testimony prep meetings. Skip Smith. Carlette

would have been there had she not been required
other places. Kenny Jackson was there

occasionally. He may be an attorney, I'm not

sure. Again, those are typical attendees. And I
can't say for sure who was in every one of those
meetings.

Q Did you attend any other testimony prep meetings
other than that one?

A I did before that. And incidentally, I was never
invited to another testimony prep meeting.

Q Are you aware that Mr. Kochems took over

Ms. Walker's role in submitting cost information

to the PSC after Ms. Walker left SCANA?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Yes.

Q And you were not invited to the meeting in which
he was -- his testimony was prepared. Is that
right?
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Right.

Did that strike you as unusual?

A little bit.

Why is that?

Because I had always been involved before.
Did you ask anyone about that?

No. I didn't want to go. I was happy, I had
enough to do.

How many had you attended before the 2015 one in
which Ms. Walker you don't believe was present?
Five to ten, not a lot. More than -- you know,
not one or two.

I think you testified earlier that the explanation
that you were given about a contingency as being
the reason for the data being submitted to the PSC
was made by one of the attorneys, but you didn't
recall which attorney. Is that correct?
Yes.

or Mr. Belton?

It was either Mr. Gissander

(ph)

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

No. It was either Mr. Ziegler or Willoughby.

Were both of them present at that meeting?

I think so. I'm not positive, but I think so.

When the fixed-price option was being considered

later in 2015, did you ever hear anyone say that
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one benefit of entering the option was to avoid
telling the PSC about any discrepancies between
actual projected costs and costs under the
fixed-price option?

I never heard that.

Same question with respect to ORS. Did you ever
hear anyone say that one benefit of entering the
fixed-price option was to avoid telling ORS about
any discrepancy between the actual estimated cost
to complete and the cost under the fixed-price
option?

I did not hear.

Did you ever have any discussions with anyone
regarding whether to disclose your EAC team's work
to ORS?

I did not participate in any discussions of that.
What was your involvement with ORS during your
time on the project?

It was fairly limited. I did, incidentally, with
the EAC, I was asked to make a presentation to the
ORS group on-site. Two, maybe three other times,
I had met with them to discuss issues, you know,
specific issues or questions that I was most
qualified to explain. But that particular time

with the EAC, that was probably my most focused
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O

involvement with the ORS.

What did you share with ORS at that meeting?

The EAC costs.

Your team's work?

No.

Okay.

The contractor's work.

Do you recall, roughly, when that meeting occurred
in relation to the briefing the Consortium gave
you in late August 2014 and your team's
presentation of your results to senior management
in October?

I don't recall.

You don't recall whether your meeting with ORS
occurred before or after you presented the results
of your team's work to senior management?

I think it was after, but I can't say for sure. I
think it was actually much after, you know, like
maybe six months later or so, but I can't say for
sure.

And what did you tell the ORS about the
Consortium's EAC estimates?

I presented to the ORS the estimate that we had
been provided. I made it clear the factors that

the estimate was based upon, including the
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performance factor and the ratios. I also
presented what the current ratios were. And I
guess the way my conscience allowed me to do that
is because the ORS had people there who were
capable of taking the information that I provided
in coming to their own conclusion. And I can't
say what conclusion they came to or what they did
with it.

And when you say "your conscious allowed you to do
that," you mean the ORS could see the disconnect
between the productivity that's actually occurring
and what the Consortium had estimated for their
EAC?

Yes.

When you say "your conscious allowed you to
present that," do you mean that you didn't
actually connect the dots for them and say we
don't think this EAC is --

Exactly.

-- 1is attainable?

That's correct.

Okay. Did anyone instruct you not to inform ORS
that you did not believe the Consortium's EAC was
attainable?

I was not instructed what not to say. I was
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>0

instructed what to say. We had talking points
that were developed and I was to provide those
talking points. There's a difference.

By receiving those talking points, did you get the
understanding that you were not to tell ORS that
you did not believe the Consortium's EAC was
attainable?

By getting those talking points, I was instructed
as to what I was to tell the ORS.

And your belief that the Consortium's EAC was not
attainable was not among those talking points?
That's correct.

Who gave you those talking points?

I believe it was Byron Hinson. I can't say for
sure, but I think it was Byron.

What was his role?

He's something in the regulatory field. I'm not
sure what his -- he deals day-to-day with the ORS.
Were the talking points he gave you, was it a
one-page document or multipage?

Oh, I don't remember.

Were they in writing or did he orally give you --
They were in writing.

Let me finish the question.

Yes.
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Did you get those talking points via email or were
they delivered to you by hand?

By hand.

Did that strike you as unusual?

No.

Why is that?

Because we got a lot of stuff, particularly
regarding the regulatory issues and the testimony
preparation and things like that were copies
presented at the meetings that we would attend, no
email.

Did you have any understanding as to why that was
done?

No.

What did you do with the talking points after your
ORS briefing?

Most likely carried them back to my office and
stuck them in a file somewhere. It might have
been file 13, I don't know.
Was Mr. Hinson present at that meeting with the
ORS?

Yes.

Do you know whom else from SCE&G or SCANA was
present?

I believe Skip Smith was there, Shirley Johnson,
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Margaret Felkel. And that's probably it.

Do you know who from ORS was there?

I know Gary Jones was there, a consultant.
Anthony James. It seems like Ellen. I can't
remember her last name. Ellen Powell, maybe.

Was there any discussion at that meeting about the
disappointing productivity to date from the
Consortium?

Yes.

Can you describe what discussion occurred there?
Mr. Jones was very familiar with the performance
and the performance factors to date, and he
challenged why we were comfortable assuming those
factors.

And how did you respond to those challenges?

Just told him that the Consortium had promised us
they were going to achieve them.

Do you recall any other discussions that occurred
at that meeting other than what you've described
so far?

No.

How long did that meeting last?

The meeting was all day, but I was only there for
a short period. I was there to discuss that and I

left.
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Q

Was there any other paperwork that you recall
using in your portion of the meeting, other than
the talking points?

We may have had a spreadsheet from the Consortium,
but I'm not sure, you know, the cost, the EAC
spreadsheet that they provided.

Was there any discussion that you had with any of
your colleagues at SCE&G and SCANA about revealing
the results of your EAC team's work?

To the ORS?

Correct.

Not really.

Were you ever involved in responding to
information requests from the ORS?

Occasionally.

Can you describe what kind of information request
you would respond to?

It's been a while and I can't specifically address
any.

Would it include these invoice disputes?

Not usually. The ORS did not normally get
involved in -- to the level of detail that I was
on the invoice disputes. Now, in general, they
have, you know, asked a question, how much, what

value have you disputed and things like that, but
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even I didn't answer those. Sheri Wicker
typically would handle that.

Did you have any conversations with your
colleagues after that meeting with ORS about what
was revealed to ORS at that meeting and what was
not revealed?

No.

Did you have any discussions with any of your
colleagues about whether to reveal the results of
the Monte Carlo analysis and SCE&G's 2016 filing
to the PSC? In other words, the analysis that
showed the actual costs on the project would
almost surely be greater than the fixed-price
option costs?

I did not have any discussion, but I believe it
was revealed as justification for the fixed-price
option.

And you weren't involved at all in that 2016 PSC
filing, correct?

No.

I'm going to skip around to several different
topics, Mr. Browne. The good news for you is that
means I'm almost done. Mr. Browne, there were no
revenue modification cases filed with the PSC

between 2012 and 2015. Do you know why that is?
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MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

I don't.

Who would be the most likely source of information

on that question?
MR. CHALLY: Same objection.

Kevin.

Kevin Marsh?

Kevin Kochems.

Oh.

I'm sorry, yes.

Are you aware of any employees that left the

project because they disagreed with the way the

project was being operated?

No.

In your opinion, was SCE&G either too stringent in

holding invoice payments in 2015 and early 2016 or

failing to be forceful and paying too much on

invoices?

I think we did all we could do within the bounds

of the contract. It was a very onerous contract

on the owner, as far as disputing invoices. If

there was something that we disputed, if it was

under a million dollars, we had to pay it anyway

and then still dispute it.

It was over a million,

we could only withhold ten percent and then
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dispute it. And we went outside of the bounds of
that because there were just some things that we
couldn't take anymore and we started disputing and
withholding and daring the contractor to make an
issue out of it.

Is it fair to say that you don't have any
criticisms of the way senior management ran the
invoice dispute process for the project?

That is correct.

Did the commercial team ever discuss the need to
delay equipment purchases due to the lack of
schedule progress?

No.

During your time on the project, what was your
observations as far as the relationship among the
Consortium members, Westinghouse and CB&I?

Seemed to be troubled, very troubled. At times, I
think we got along individually better with
Westinghouse and with CB&I than they got along
with each other, and they were supposed to be
partners. There was something in the background
that was causing problems there.

Did you view Westinghouse's request to remove CB&I
as a member of the Consortium as potentially being

a positive step?
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A Yes.

Q What did you observe as far as the relationship
between the Consortium and SCE&G during your time
on the project?

A Generally positive. There were some hard spots
that we got into occasionally, but generally it
was a positive relationship.

Q Do you have any criticisms of actions that were
not taken by SCE&G that might have improved the
productivity factor on the project?

A Say that again.

Q Sure. You were disappointed, as you've testified,
about the productivity that the Consortium,
particularly CB&I --

A Right.

Q -- had on the project. And I was wondering if
there were any actions that you felt the owners
could have taken to improve that and weren't
taken?

A Yes. I honestly believe there were some actions

that we could have taken to improve that.

Q Can you describe those?
A A big problem that I saw -- and this is an opinion
and not a fact. But from my experience, I saw as

the schedule was pushed out for regulatory reasons
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or designs not being complete, but we had craft on
site with no work to do. That impacts your
performance factor in two ways. Because at the
time that's happening, you got people you're
paying with no work to do, so that impacts your
performance. Then when they get work to do, they
don't want to do it because they're used to
sitting around. So I think that was what we saw
later in the project with poor performance factors
was we had three or 4,000 craft people there who
had gotten used to not working a full day. So
when there was work there for them to do, they
didn't want to do it.

What could SCE&G have done to help address that
issue?

We could have told the contractors to when you
don't have work for people to do, send them home.
Don't have them working 50 hours a week when they
don't have work to do. And we didn't do that.
That type of instruction would have come from a
different section than your section, correct?
Yes, yes.

Are there any other examples you would give as to
steps that SCE&G could have taken to improve

productivity?
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Probably not. Probably not. That situation that
I explained is just one that bothered me a lot
because we didn't take that action.

What involvement did your team have in verifying
milestone payments that were made to the
Consortium?

The commercial team received verification from the
construction group for construction milestones.
And we would make the payments based on that
documentation that we got from construction. Now,
if the milestone was the procurement of a certain
piece of equipment or something like that that was
more of a paperwork milestone, we verified those.
But as far as construction milestones, the
documentation to support that was totally prepared
by the construction group.

Did you feel there were adequate tracking and
auditing systems to validate these payments?

Yes.

When you say commercial group, 1is that referring
to both you and Skip and Carlette, SCANA team?
Yes.

Is there any groups besides those two teams?

No.

How much involvement did commercial have with
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Santee Cooper in reviewing invoices and
reconciling them?

A Marion participated generally in the final invoice
review and sign-off meetings. But detailed
review, he did not participate, you know, to the
level of what I was doing and the other people
that were reviewing.

Q What was your view of Fluor coming onto the
project? Did you view that as a positive?

A I viewed that as very positive.

Q What was your impression of their work during the
time you were on the project when they were there?

A I was only there for a short period, but it was --
I did see an improvement immediately when they
showed up on-site.

Q When did you learn about the schedule assessment
results that the Bechtel group reached from their
2015 assessment?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I didn't ever learn of that. I didn't see
anything from Bechtel other than they made a list
of recommendations. And sometime in early 2016,
Skip brought to me some of those recommendations
and wanted -- that were related to business and

finance and wanted to know, you know, if we were
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doing that or, you know, what we could do to meet
those recommendations. As far as Bechtel's review
of the schedule -- in fact, today, I still don't
know what it was.
Does it surprise you that you weren't told about
their assessment results?

MR. CHALLY: Object to the form.
I mean, do you view that as more of a construction
type issue that you would expect to be notified
about?

MR. CHALLY: Same objection.
For the schedule or for their total review?
Let's start with the schedule.
I didn't get involved too much with schedule, so
I'm not surprised. That was -- schedule was
handled by the construction group.
What about their total review?
Their total review, I can't say for sure because
no one ever told me don't talk to Bechtel. But
there seemed to be a wall between me and Bechtel
while they were on-site, sort of an invisible
wall. They didn't want Bechtel to talk to me.
What gave you that impression?
Anytime Bechtel came up, if I walked in the room

(sound effect) it was quiet. I never met any of
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the Bechtel people, which was a little unusual.

Q Do you know of other finance people who did meet
them?

A I don't think any of our people met them.

Q Is there anything else that gave you the

impression that there was that wall between you

and Bechtel?

A Just a feeling.

Q Did you ever attend any PSC hearings?

A No.

Q What did you think of Carlette Walker's

performance as an employee, up to the time she
left the project?
A I thought Carlette was a very, very respectable

and hard-working, conscientious, good employee.

Q Did you feel her performance was still good even
after she started experiencing these personal
stressors?

A Yes.

Q Do you believe that the stress that she felt from
providing testimony that she didn't believe in
contributed to the overall stress that she was
experiencing?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I can't say for sure. One would think, yes.
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Q

Are you familiar with any SCE&G employees copying
and safeguarding plans on how to build the units?
I don't understand that question.
Do you know who Shirley Johnson is?
Yes.
Do you know if she ever told you that SCE&G was
safeguarding plans on how to build the units?
Well, that gets back to the lockbox that we
discussed this morning. We were supposed to have
in that box all of the proprietary information
necessary to complete construction and licensing
and operation of the plant.
Do you feel that the Consortium met its
obligations to provide the information in that
lockbox --
I have no idea. It's probably still locked. I
don't know.
Did you help prepare a document that Carlette
Walker provided to Jimmy Addison about the
potential target costs around early 20157

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
I provided Carlette with information. And what
she did with it, I don't know.
She never mentioned to you that she wanted

information to present to Jimmy Addison?
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Yes.
She did mention that?
She did mention that.
Did she tell you what she wanted, what information
she wanted?
She told me she wanted the cost information.
Did she tell you why?
To present to Jimmy Addison.
And did you have an understanding of why she
wanted to show him that?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

I guess he needed to know. I mean, that's her

job. I do my job; she did her job.

Did she ever tell you I think Jimmy Addison needs
to understand that the cost projections are not
what the Consortium's telling us and so that's why
I need you to give me the information --

She didn't directly tell me that, no.

Do you know who Bill Timmerman is?

Yes.

Who is he?

He's a former president and chairman of the board
for SCANA.

Do you know if any payments were made to him after

he retired?
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A

Q

Yes.
What do you know about that?
I know there was a series of payments that were
made to him.
as a consultant for negotiating any problems or
issues that may come up during construction, and
those payments were made for several years after
he retired.
How did you come to understand or learn about
these payments?
Kevin Kochems told me.
What was your view of these payments?
I don't understand that question.
Did you feel these payments were justified?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
That's not my business to know if they're
I didn't get any when I left.

justified or not.

Are you aware that there's a hearing scheduled

before the Public Service Commission in November?

No.

There's a hearing scheduled on SCE&G's request to

participate in a merger and to recover its costs

in the project of approximately $5 billion on the

ground that its behavior on the project was

prudent and to have those costs recovered through
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rates paid by ratepayers. Do you believe, based
on your experience on the project, that SCE&G
should be able to recover all of the costs that it
incurred on the project on the ground that it was
prudent?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
One hundred percent or some portion?
One hundred percent. Do you think they should
recover all of their cost?
No.
And why is that?
Because there were decisions made throughout the
project that I would consider not prudent.
And this goes back to your statements earlier
about the representations of the progress of the
project versus what was actually happening on the
ground?
No, it goes back to decisions that were made on
expenses that were paid throughout the project
that I would not consider to be prudent.
And that goes back to your examples about the
expenses that you identified?
I haven't given any examples of those.
Can you give one now?

I can't. I don't know. I just know there were
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expenses incurred that I don't feel were prudent.
Do you have any travel planned in the month of
November?
Travel planned?
Do you have any vacations to the Bahamas planned?
I do not, but I do have -- if you're seriously
asking this question, I am currently a reserve
technical specialist for FEMA and there's a very
good chance that I'm going to be deployed to
somewhere in eastern North Carolina probably in
early November.
How do you get that understanding?
Through the contractor that I'm employed by. I'm
not employed, but I'm on his roster as a technical
specialist.
How much notice will you get when that occurs?
It could be as little as 48 hours.
And how long could deployment last?
Six to 12 months.
Other than that, if that deployment does not
occur, are you planning to be in the state the
month of November?
Yes.

MR. COX: Thank you for your time,

Mr. Browne. I have no further questions.
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MR. ELLERBE: I have no questions.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. CHALLY:

Q Mr. Browne, my name is Jon Chally. I represent
SCE&G and SCANA in the matters that are here, that
we're here to talk about today. I do have a few
questions for you.

A Okay.

Q First, you indicated that you had interacted with
the ORS at certain times throughout the project.
Is that right?

A Occasionally. Rare occasions, yes.

0 And specifically, this meeting you discussed with
Mr. Cox, I'm not sure we identified a precise
timeframe for it, but the meeting with the ORS
where you discussed estimate at completion. 1Is
that right?

A Correct.

Q Do you believe you should be subject to criminal
prosecution for any of the information you shared
or did not share with the ORS in this meeting-?

A No.

Q Do you believe you made any material misstatements

to the ORS at any point throughout the project?
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A No.

Q Do you believe you made any material misstatements

to the ORS in the meeting that you discussed with

Mr. Cox?
A No.
Q And do I understand your testimony previously that

you believe you did not make any material

misstatements because you disclosed three things

to the ORS in this meeting. One, that the
estimate at completion you were presenting is one
that came from the Consortium?

A Right.

Q Is that right? that -- well, I

Two, that there,

think I only have two issues. Second, you tell me

if I'm missing any, that you also described the
current productivity ratios that you had seen the
Consortium be able to meet?

A I presented the cost as provided by the
Consortium. I presented the factors that that

cost was based on, which were the performance

factors, the indirect to direct craft ratios, and

the field non-manual to direct craft ratios that

the cost was based on, and I also presented the

current data for those ratios.

Q So that, in your view, is a complete and
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sufficient picture to describe the estimate at
completion work that you did. Is that right?

A That is a complete picture to describe the
estimate at completion that we got from our
contractor. I never presented that as SCANA's
estimate at completion.

Q Fair enough. And describing what you received
from your contractor in the way that you did, is
not, in your view, a material misstatement, right?

A Correct.

Q Would you agree with me that Westinghouse provided
an estimate at completion to SCE&G in 20147

A Yes.

0 Would you also agree with me that that estimate at
completion was based on certain assumptions that
Consortium had made as to continuing progress on
the project?

A Yes.

Q Would you agree with me that one of the specific
assumptions was that there would be a productivity
factor of 1.157?

A Yes.

Q Would you agree with me that the Consortium had
committed to achieve that productivity level?

A They did, vyes.
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Q

Would you agree that it was in SCE&G's financial
interest to hold the Consortium to this
commitment?

Absolutely, yes.

And that's because any deviation or decrease in
productivity beyond the 1.15 productivity factor,
meaning the productivity factor goes up --

Right.

-- would lead to higher SCE&G costs, right?
That's correct.

It would also lead to higher cost to the
ratepayers, right?

That's correct.

So it was in everyone's interest, SCE&G and the
ratepayers' interest, to hold Westinghouse and the
Consortium to this 1.15 commitment?

Yes.

Then you're aware, are you not, that in 2015 SCE&G
requested approval of certain costs from the PSC
and that those costs accepted the consortiums
productivity assumptions?

Correct.

You also agree with me, would you not, that SCE&G
said that, that it was using the productivity

assumptions it had received from Westinghouse and
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CB&I went it requested that information, right?
SCE&G said it to whom?
To the Public Service Commission.
I'm not sure what SCE&G said to the Public Service
Commission.
You're familiar with the testimony that was
provided in connection with this request for
increase costs in 2015, right?
I know there was a testimony prepared. I didn't
memorize 1it.
Sure. But you're familiar with the fact there was
testimony?
Yes, absolutely.
And you've already discussed some of Carlette
Walker's testimony?
Right.
And that was provided in connection, in this
proceeding that we're talking about, right?
Right.
Are you familiar with the fact that Steve Byrne
provided testimony in that proceeding?
Yes.

(Whereupon, 2015 Direct Testimony of

Stephen Byrne was marked Exhibit No. 18

for identification.)
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BY MR. CHALLY:

Q

Mr. Browne, I have handed you what I've marked as
Exhibit No. 18 to your deposition. This is
prefiled testimony, direct testimony of Stephen
Byrne submitted on behalf of SCE&G in Docket No.
2015-103E.

Right.

Do you recall seeing this before?

I don't recall ever seeing the entire testimony in
this form. I did see it on the screen as it was
being developed.

So this is among the testimony that you recall
reviewing in this meeting --

Yes.

-- that was the subject of some discussion
earlier. 1Is that right?

Yes.

Just one reminder for us as we're getting late in
the day. I'll do my best to let you complete
answers before I begin my next question. I'd
appreciate it i1if you could do the same, allow me
to complete the question before you begin your
answer. Is that fair?

Yes, it is.

Okay, good. Flip with me to page 20 of this
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A

document.

(Witness complies).

First, let me ask you this, do you have any
question in your mind that this testimony
accurately conveyed that the assumptions
supporting the cost estimate provided in this
testimony came from Westinghouse and CB&I?
Please ask that question again.

MR. CHALLY: Can you read it back.

COURT REPORTER: First, let me ask you this,
do you have any question in your mind that this
testimony accurately conveyed that the assumptions
supporting the cost estimate provided in this

testimony came from Westinghouse and CB&I?

I will have to look in here and see what's in
here.

Okay, let me refer you to the page, page 36
paragraph begins, "In the third quarter of 2014."
Right. I don't see the PF addressed in here.

I didn't ask about the PF yet. We'll get to that.
Right now I'm asking you whether this testimony
accurately conveyed that the information, the
assumptions under which we were -- SCE&G was

requesting revised costs in this proceeding or
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assumptions that came from WEC and CB&I.

I understand now, yes.

Does this language in this testimony convey that
point to you?

In general, yes.

Let me refer you to page 39, the first full
paragraph. I'm going to read it into the record
while you review it. "The schedules presented here
are the schedules that WEC and CB&I has presented
to SCE&G that it is prepared to meet and that
SCE&G has carefully reviewed with WEC and CB&I."
Do you see that?

Yes.

Does that also convey to you that the assumptions
under which the costs were developed, the costs as
sought in this proceeding, were those received
from WEC and CB&I?

Yes.

Now let's talk about productivity factors a little
bit. Were you aware that this testimony conveys
the fact that WEC and CB&I has not met the overall
productivity factor on which its original cost
estimates were based?

I have to read it to see before I can answer that

question.
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Q

A

Okay, let me refer you to page 21.

Yes. Okay.

The very first sentence of the second paragraph,
I'll read it while you review it. "For various
reasons, to date WEC and CB&I has not met the
overall PF on which its original cost estimates
were based."

Okay.

So does that accurately describe to you the facts
that you understood at the time that WEC and CB&I
had not met the productivity factors?

Yes.

This is the same point that you conveyed to the
ORS in your meeting with them, right?

Yes.

And then it continues, "Unfavorable productivity
factors have been a matter of frank and direct
discussion between the parties and WEC/CB&I's
senior leadership has recognized the need to
improve in this area." Do you see that?

Yes.

Is that similar to what you conveyed to the ORS in
your meeting with them?

Yes, it is.

Then it continues further. "In Jjustifying their
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confidence in the revised rate on which the
current construction schedule is based, WEC and
CB&I points to things like reduced delay in
submodule production, increasing levels of design
finalization, and lessons learned from the
construction of the first AP1000 unit in China."
Did you understand that WEC and CB&I had conveyed
to SCE&G that these were among the issues that it
could focus on in an effort to try to reduce the
inefficiencies in their productivity?

Yes.

Page 22. The very last sentence before "But the
possibility that WEC/CB&I will fail to meet
current productivity assumptions for the project
represents an important risk to both the cost
forecasts and construction schedule for the
project." Do you see that?

Yes.

Is that also similar to the substance of the
information you conveyed to the ORS in your
meeting with them?

It is.

Flip with me to page 38.

(Witness complies). Okay.

The last paragraph that begins on this page, the
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third sentence. "As to both timing and cost, the
schedules are based on productivity factors that
WEC/CB&I represents can be met given the current
status of the project. Meeting these productivity
factors will pose a challenge to WEC and CB&I.

But doing so will benefit the project both in
terms of cost and schedule -- now we're on page

39 -- For that reason, as owner SCE&G has no basis
or interest in assisting that WEC/CB&I should use
less challenging assumptions. However, SCE&G does
recognize that WEC/CB&I has set itself a
significant challenge as to future productivity."
Do you see that?

Yes.

So does this accurately convey to you that the
historical productivity factors WEC and CB&I had
been able to achieve were significantly worse than
those that they were using to develop the EAC that
supported this request?

I don't know that the magnitude of the difference
between actual performance and projected
performance is sufficiently addressed in this
language, but it does address the difference.
Okay. What would, in your view, have to be

disclosed to account for this magnitude?
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A

I'm a numbers person, and I would like to see the

numbers presented as a —-- what their current

productivity is and what their expected projected

productivity is that the estimate is based on.

And are you aware of the fact that SCE&G disclosed

just that to the PSC and other public filings?

Probably.

MR. COX: Object to the form.

I'm sorry?

Probably. I mean, I don't have it memorized,

these testimonies, and it's been several years.

All right. Well, you said that you were familiar

of certain testimony provided by Dr. Lynch,

correct?

Not familiar.

But you're aware of it's existence?

I'm aware of it, yes. There's a difference.

Understood. I'll hand you a copy of it. Give me

just a second. It's going to be Exhibit No. 19.
(Whereupon, 2016 Testimony of Joseph
Lynch was marked Exhibit No. 19 for

identification.)

Can I point out this is a 2016 document and not a

2015 document.
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September 25,

& Gas Company,

You certainly can.
Without looking at this, this would -- I would
assume is testimony prepared to support the
fixed-price decision.

We'll come to that in a little bit later. What I
really want to focus on is the productivity
factor.

Yes.

First flip with me to page seven.

(Witness complies.)

Mr. Browne, have you been able to read all of page
seven?

Yes.

Does this disclose the same substance of the
information that you had provided to the ORS in
this meeting that you were referring to?

Yes.

Is there anything that's left out?

It doesn't appear to be. I don't see the
relevance of this related to the 2015 filing.
So you would agree with me -- just referring to
the 2015 filing, you would you agree with me,
would you not, that SCE&G said that it was using

WEC's productivity assumptions?

Yes.
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Would you agree with me that SCE&G said through
Mr. Byrne that that assumption was materially
better than past performance?

Yes.

Would you agree with me that SCE&G said in 2015
that WEC would have to mitigate productivity
concerns to get to the assumption that it had
used?

Yes.

And would you agree with me that Mr. Byrne
accurately conveyed that SCE&G viewed this assumed
PF, WEC's assumed PF, to be a significant
challenge?

Yes.

And one that SCE&G was not sure WEC would
ultimately be able to achieve?

I don't recall if that's in there or not.
Let's go back to it. It indicates on page 38 of
the Byrne testimony --

Yes.

I believe it's Exhibit No. 18. "Meeting these
productivity factors will pose a challenge to
WEC/CB&I."

but I don't see in here that SCE&G

That's correct,

does not believe they're going to make it, which
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is what you asked me.

Q How about page 39. The question is, "Could these
schedules change?" Line 19, "These schedules can
and almost certainly will change.”"™ Do you see
that?

A Yes.

Q So does that also convey that we were not sure WEC

and CB&I would be able to meet the assumptions
that they had relied on in providing the estimate
at completion?
MR. COX: Object to the form.

A If I'm not mistaken this is referring to a
schedule and not a cost.

0 How about the last sentence that begins on this
page, "The construction and cost forecast will be
subject to ongoing change and revision as any

forecast would be."

A Yes.
0 Does that make clear that this particular
paragraph to you -- does that make clear to you

that this particular paragraph is referring to the

schedule and associated cost impacts?

A No.
0] It does not?
A No.
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et al.

2018
v. South Carolina

273

construction and cost forecast
ongoing change and revision"
it's your testimony that that

you that this paragraph also

relates to the costs?
MR. ELLERBE: Object to the form.

A It does not.

0 Why not?

A Because the heading says, "Could these schedules

change?" Response, "These schedules can and

almost certainly will change.”"™ That is because

the construction schedule for any project as

complex as this is one that will be dynamic. Then

the final sentence addresses the fact that not

only could the schedule change, but the costs may

change somewhat as well. I'm not sure what you're
trying to get there.

0 Okay. All right. So would you agree with me that
productivity factor doesn't necessarily determine
whether a schedule can be met?

A Yes.

Q And that's because hiring more people can address
a poor productivity factor and nevertheless still

achieve a desired schedule.

A Correct.

Inc. OOOMOO

www.thompsonreporting.com

Thompson Court Reporting,

21§40 €.z 9bed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JoquianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1D3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

Q

And that's because you could always hire more

people, right?

That's right.

Now, hiring more people would lead to an increase

in costs, right?

That's correct.

And in 2015, SCE&G entered into an amendment to
the EPC agreement that gave it the option of

altering the contract to a fixed-price agreement,

right?

Yes.

And then it ultimately exercised that option in

2016, correct?

Yes.

So, through that amendment, Westinghouse agreed to
assume the cost of hiring more people to meet the

anticipated substantial completion dates.

right?

That's correct, yes.

And when SCE&G ultimately exercised that option,
SCE&G was no longer responsible for the cost of

hiring more people to meet the anticipated

substantial completion dates?

That's correct.

And as a consequence, poor productivity factor was

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000

www.thompsonreporting.com

Is that

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Page 274 of 345

274

21§40 ¥/ obed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

materially less relevant, right?

Absolutely.

Now, you testified that you wanted to see certain
criminal prosecutions for issues related to the
project, right?

I don't know if the words were "I wanted to see,"
but I do believe I said I regretted that there
probably would not be. TIf that's -- there's a
difference there.

You regretted that there would not be criminal
prosecutions of who precisely?

Specifically Kevin Marsh, Steve Byrne and Jimmy
Addison.

Anyone else?

No.

And this is based on your belief that these three
individuals should not have disclosed that the
project was moving forward positively and that it
was healthy. Is that right?

Yes.

Anything else?

No.

Where exactly did these three individuals make
statements that you believe to be inaccurate?

In the public -- not Public Service Commission, in
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SEC filings.

Q So you're not aware of any statements made to the
Public Service Commission that you believe should
justify criminal prosecution.

MR. ELLERBE: Object to the form.

0 Is that right-?
A I'm not aware of any, yes.
Q And you're not aware of any material misstatements

that you believe should justify criminal
prosecution in materials submitted to the Public

Service Commission. Is that right?

A Correct.

Q Only in the SEC filings?

A Yes.

Q What specific statements do you recall Messieurs

Marsh, Byrne, or Addison making in SEC statements
that you believe are inaccurate?

A I don't have a specific recollection of those.

Q You can't identify a single specific filing where

any of these individuals made a statement that you

believe to be materially inaccurate?

A At this point in time with no documentation in
front of me, I cannot.
@) What SEC filings have you reviewed?

A When?
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Ever.

Ever? Just about every quarterly filing. I did

not review it; I saw it after it was filed.
Do you do that as part of your job at SCANA?
No, I did it as a stockholder at SCANA.

You say you reviewed every filing after it was

submitted to the Public Service Commission, right?
I did not say I reviewed every one.

Okay, which ones did you review?

I occasionally would look at the filings. I mean,

it's not a -- it's not my job. I didn't do it as

part of my job. I just would occasionally look at
a quarterly filing as filed by the -- in the
annual filings.

How much time would you spend reviewing them?

A few minutes, an hour maybe.

Any of them that you recall spending more time
with than that?

No.

So you understand that you're making a serious
accusation that these particular individuals
should be subject to criminal prosecution, right?
MR. ELLERBE: Object to the form.

I understand that I have nothing to do with

whether they get criminally prosecuted or not.
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Q I asked you a different question. Do you
understand you're making a serious accusation
these individuals should be subject to criminal
prosecution?

MR. HALTIWANGER: Object to the form.

Q Is that right? Do you understand you're doing
that today?

A I don't.

Q You don't understand that you're accusing these
people of committing a crime in connection with
the SEC filings?

MR. HALTIWANGER: Object to the form.

Q Is that not what you're doing?

MR. HALTIWANGER: Object to the form.

A I don't have the filings in front of me. I'm just
telling you that I felt like the progress of the
project was not correctly represented in those
filings. The general status of the project and
the health of the project was not correctly
represented in the filings.

Q But you can't identify a single filing where you
believe that information was conveyed in the way
that you're describing right now.

MR. COX: Object to the form.

A Today I cannot.
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Q

You say you reviewed these SEC filings while you
were employed at SCE&G, right?

I did not.

I didn't -- I'm sorry, I'm just meaning in terms
of time.

Time, yes.

In terms of time, during the time that you were
employed at SCE&G --

Yes.

-- you reviewed these SEC filings?

I read the SEC filings during the time period I
was employed at SCE&G.

And these are the same as the filings you believe,
although you can't identify with specificity, that
described the general status of the project in a
way that you believe inaccurate?

Yes.

What precisely do you think should have been
disclosed, even if you can't identify what was
inaccurate, what precisely do you think should
have been disclosed in these SEC filings about the
fact that the project was unhealthy?

I don't recall ever seeing a discussion of the
performance factors or the inefficiencies or

anything of the sort occurring in the SEC filings.
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Q So you believe that the same sum and substance of

what we saw in Mr. Byrne's 2015 testimony should

have been disclosed in an SEC filing. 1Is that
right?

A Yes.

Q And that's it. 1Is that right? Is there anything

else that you believe should have been disclosed?

A Schedule issues and performance efficiency issues.
Q The same sum and substance of what we saw in
Mr. Byrne's 2015 testimony, right?
A Yes.
Q Let's take a quick break; we need to change the
tape.

VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the end of tape number

six in the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're
off the record at 6:53 p.m.
(Off the Record)
VIDEOGRAPHER: This is tape number seven in
the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the

record at 7:00 p.m.

BY MR. CHALLY:

Q Mr. Browne, before we broke to change the tape,

you had identified that you reviewed these SEC

filings that you were discussing while you were
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employed -- during the time that you were employed
at SCE&G, right?

I read the SEC filings.

Did you ever raise this concern you had regarding
the disclosures made in the SEC filings to anyone
at SCANA?

Nothing other than casual conversation with
coworkers.

When specifically do you recall having a casual
conversation?

I don't specifically recall having any casual
conversations.

So is it your testimony that you recall having
casual conversations with coworkers related to the
fact that you believed SCANA executives should be
subject to criminal prosecution?

It's my recollection that I had casual
conversation with coworkers at SCE&G and SCANA
that the filings -- information contained in
filings did not present a clear picture of what I
saw was happening on the VC Summer nuclear
project.

But you can't recall a specific conversation?

I cannot.

You're aware of an internal audit department at
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SCANA, right?

A I'm aware there is one, yes.

O And, in fact, you had referred some of the
Compuworld issues to the internal audit
department, right?

A Yes.

Q You never referred any of these issues, any of
your concerns related to the SEC filings to the

internal audit department, right?

A I did not.

Q Why not?

A I didn't think it was my place.

0 You understand, don't you, that there is a

confidential telephone line that's available to
SCE&G and SCANA employees that allows them to
raise concerns regarding the business and work
environment that they're operating in, right?

A Yes.

Q Did you ever use that resource to make any -- to
raise any concerns related to the SEC filings?

A I did not.

Q Did you ever raise any of these concerns with
anyone in SCANA's legal department?

A I did not.

0 Other than in these casual conversations, you
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didn't discuss these concerns with anyone at all,
did you?

Correct.

While you were employed, did you ever report these
issues to the South Carolina Law Enforcement
Division?

I did not.

Did you ever report them to the FBI?

I did not.

The US Attorney's office?

No.

To police of any kind?

No.

To the Securities and Exchange Commission?

I did not.

Let me ask you this,

before you left, did you ever

tell anyone, anyone, that you thought the activity

you're talking about, these SEC disclosures,
warranted criminal prosecution?

I did not.

And you ultimately resigned from the company,
right?

Yes.

Did you tell anybody when you resigned that you

thought SCANA senior executives had provided
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materially inaccurate information in SEC filings?
A No, I did not.
Q In fact, when you resigned, you said you had
enjoyed working at SCE&G, correct?
A That's correct.
0 Let's have this marked as Exhibit No. 20.

(Whereupon, Resignation Letter of

Kenneth Browne was marked Exhibit No. 20

for identification.)

BY MR. CHALLY:

Q So you didn't say when you resigned that SCANA
senior executives were not disclosing the project
status accurately, did you?

A I did not.

Q You don't even -- you didn't even say when you
resigned that you weren't pleased with the status
of the project, right?

A In my resignation letter, I did not.

Q So you recognize the document that I have marked

as Exhibit No. 20 as your resignation letter,

right?
A Yes.
Q And in this document, you say that you "will miss

the friendships I have made here and the
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excitement of working on this project."
A Yes.
Q Your further say in the second paragraph, very
last sentence, "This is a very important project

for SCE&G, Santee Cooper, and the residents of our

state, and I will be watching with great interest
as a spectator."

A That's correct.

Q And then the last paragraph, "I have enjoyed my

time at SCE&G, and I really appreciate the

opportunity that has been provided to me by the

company. The friendships made here and the spirit

of teamwork and cooperation enjoyed here have

added to my life greatly. I wish you all the best
and I look forward to successful completion of the
VC Summer new nuclear construction project."

A That's correct.

Q Does that accurately reflect your views at the
time you left the company?

A Yes, it does.

0 Other than these casual conversations, the first

time that you discussed your views as to the SEC

filings was when you were contacted by the FBI and

SLED. Isn't that right?

A That's correct.
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How did you come to be contacted by the FBI and
SLED?

I don't have a clue.

Did you reach out to them?

I did not.

Did you have any discussions with Carlette Walker
about whether she pointed them, FBI and SLED, in
your direction?

I don't recall having a specific conversation as
such, but it's possible that she did do that.
When did you say you had these meetings with the
FBI and SLED?

November of last year.
And after those meetings, you called Al Bynum,
didn't you?

Sometime substantially after the meetings I talked
with Al Bynum.

You do know who Al Bynum is, right?

Yes.

He's a lawyer at SCANA?

Correct.

He's someone you worked with while you were
employed with the company, right?
Yes.

Do you recall calling him on December 18, 20172
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A

I don't recall the date. I do recall making a
call to Al Bynum.

Do you recall that you told him on this call about
your meetings that occurred in November with the
FBI and SLED?

I think I did, vyes.

Do you recall telling him, and this is a quote,
"People were sometimes hard to work with, but
nothing criminal and nothing that they did really
affected the outcome." Do you recall telling

Mr. Bynum that's what you had conveyed to the FBI
and SLED?

No.

You didn't -- are you telling --

I don't recall telling Al Bynum that.

Let's get precise. Are you -- is it your
testimony that you did not tell Al Bynum what I
read to you just a minute ago?

That is not my testimony. My testimony is I do
not recall telling Al Bynum that.

You may have told him that?

It's possible.

Do you recall telling Al Bynum that you believe
after you left the company -- in this

December 2017 phone call, do you recall telling Al
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Bynum that you believed SCANA senior executives

warranted criminal prosecution for these SEC

filings?

A I don't recall what I told Al Bynum in that phone
call.

0 Let's talk about this EAC work that you did in

2014 and 2015. You would agree with me, would you
not, that Westinghouse was the experienced
contractor, was an experienced contractor for
nuclear development, right?

A I would not agree with that.

Q You don't believe Westinghouse was an experienced
contractor for nuclear development?

A I do not.

Q You are aware, are you not, that they had designed
the AP1000 reactor?

A Yes.

Q You are aware that they had built those nuclear
reactors around the globe?

A They have not.

Q You are aware that they are in progress of
building those reactors around the globe?

A Yes.

Q And you are aware, are you not, that Westinghouse

had dozens of people involved in managing these
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kinds of projects?

A Construction projects around the globe?

Q Specifically nuclear development.

A I'm still not aware of that.

Q How many people did they have on-site -- how many

people did the Consortium have on-site?
A We need to draw a distinction between design,
because

providing equipment, and construction,

you're not permitting me to.

Q Fair enough. Let's ask it this way. What about
scheduling?

A Scheduling.

Q Are you aware of how many people the Consortium

had involved in scheduling?

A Consortium or Westinghouse?

Q Consortium.

A Consortium had many people involved in scheduling.
@) Is it fair to say dozens?

A Yes.

Q Are you also aware that the Consortium had

information that SCE&G did not have regarding the

construction of the project and the potential

schedule?
A Yes.
Q And the EAC team that you were a part of was
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comprised of how many people?

About five or six, whatever's on the sheet here.
Not a lot.

Only one was an engineer, right?

If Marion Cherry was on the team, he's an
engineer.

So there was you and Mr. Cherry.

He was not on the team; he just was in and out.
It was one engineer.

That was you, right?

Oh, I'm sorry. Kyle Young 1is an engineer also.
So Kyle Young --

Two engineers.

Two engineers.

Correct.

I think you said that you were the only one on
your team that could, I think the words you used
were "speak construction" or something to that
effect?

In our business and finance team.

Other than -- and did you have any experience in
scheduling the construction of a nuclear reactor
development?

Scheduling, no.

Other than in this project, have you ever worked
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on a nuclear construction project?

A I have not.

Q Have you ever been involved in managing a nuclear
reactor?

A I have not.

Q At this time, this time that you were working on

the EAC team, didn't you say you were also dealing

with your mother's health issues?

A No, not at the time.

Q You were trying to go part time, though, weren't
you?

A At this time, I don't recall exactly when I

started going part time.
Q Late 2014, you don't recall -- or early 2015, you

don't believe you were part time?

A No, I think it 2015, was middle of '15.

Q So you were the only engineer involved in the EAC
team --

A No.

Q Excuse me, Kyle Young and you were the only two
engineers.

A Yes.

Q Do you know whether Kyle Young, other than this

project, whether Kyle Young has had any

involvement in scheduling construction of a
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nuclear construction project?

A Kyle Young had not.
) Are you aware of him, other than in connection
with this project -- start that one over again.

Are you aware of Mr. Young ever being involved in

managing a nuclear reactor?

A I'm not aware. In fact, I can say that he was not
involved.
Q I think you said that you knew that Westinghouse,

in preparing its estimate at completion, had done
a bottom's-up approach. Is that right?

A I said that CB&I had done a bottoms-up approach.
You're going to have to draw a distinction between
CB&I and Westinghouse in your questions.

@) Fair enough. So, let's -- tell me if I'm -- one
thing that we should agree on, if at any point you
don't understand one of my questions or think that
you need to clarify one of my questions so you can
provide an answer, please do so, okay?

A Okay.

Q If you don't do that, though, is it fair to say
that you understood my question and can provide a
complete answer to 1it?

A Yes.

0 The estimate at completion that SCE&G received in
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2014, did you understand that that was prepared

with a bottoms-up approach?

A Yes.

Q And I believe that you said that the actual output
provided to you, the model, involved reams of
paper, right?

A It was not a model; it was a cost estimate and it

did involve reams of paper.

Q And I believe you testified that the EAC's
estimate, the one that you developed, was a page-?

A That's correct.

Q A single page?

A A large page, but a single page. Model.

0 Do you have any idea how much time was dedicated

to preparing the estimate at completion that SCE&G
received in 2014 from the Consortium?

A It was over six months of effort by probably a
dozen people.

0 Was it in part because of that that the EAC team
concluded that it should hold the Consortium to
this 1.15 productivity factor?

A I don't understand the question.

Q You do agree with me, though, don't you, that the

EAC team concluded that it should hold the

Consortium to its 1.15 productivity factor, right?
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Yes.

And that's reflected in Exhibit No. 15, the
presentation?

Yes. Yes, it is.

Why did the EAC team make that recommendation?

We made that recommendation because we felt like
if the Consortium was going to present to us that
they were going to meet that cost with the
performance factor of 1.15, that we should limit
our costs to what it would be with a 1.15

performance factor.

That was most prudent for the company to do at the

time, right?
Yes. Now, do you understand what I mean when I
say that?

I believe I do, thank you. Do you know how the
company would hold the Consortium to this
productivity factor if you sought -- if the
company sought PSC approval for cost increases
more than what the 1.15 allowed?

I don't understand that question.

If the company, if SCE&G had went to the PSC and
said I want approval for costs above what the

Consortium had provided based on the fact that we

have a productivity factor higher --
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Right.
-—- how could -- do you know, how could SCE&G have

held the Consortium to its promised 1.15

productivity factor?

They could not.
MR. COX: Object to the form.

They could not?

No. 1In fact, SCE&G could not hold the Consortium

to that performance factor anyway because of the

contract.

I believe earlier in your testimony you said

something to the effect of, "Everybody acted like

the project would be done on time." Do you recall

that?

Yes.

And that was one of your concerns related to the

project?

Right.

We already looked at Mr. Byrne's testimony in

2015, right?

Right.

Mr. Byrne didn't act like the project would be

done on time, did he?

From appearances he did, vyes.

So he acted like the project would be done on
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time? Is that what you're saying?

A With the schedule that had been presented at that
time, vyes.

Q Let's go back to his testimony. I believe you
have it in front of you.

A Yes.

Q Page 39, line 19. Mr. Byrne testifies, "These
schedules can and almost certainly will change."

A Right.

Q And it's your testimony here that you believe that
is Mr. Byrne acting as if the project was going to
be done on time?

A If you further read on, "That is because the
construction schedule for any project as complex
as this is one that will be dynamic." When I read
that, that's telling me that what he's saying
there when it's going to almost certainly change,
is there's some months it's gonna pull -- go out

and some months it's gonna come back.

0 He didn't say that; he said, "These schedules can
and almost certainly will change." Did he not?
A Right, "It can be expected to vary from month to

month during the construction period as conditions
change."

0 And that follows "These schedules can and almost
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certainly will change."

A Correct, that's right.

Q In fact, the whole point of the 2015 testimony was

to extend the schedule and the expected cost for

the project, right?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q But it's nevertheless your testimony that
everybody acted like the project would be done on
time?

A On time as in the filing -- the date that was in
the filing, the scheduled date for the filing.

Q Let's flip to page 17. So page 17, beginning on

line 12, in response to a question of "What do you
consider to be the most important challenges that

the project faces going forward?" Beginning on

page 17, line 12, and then continuing through page
26 line, 10, Mr. Byrne describes these important
challenges, right?

A Yes.

Q Nine pages of challenges.

A Yes.

0 And he indicates in the introduction to each of

these challenges that, "I do not mean in any way

to minimize the importance of these remaining
challenges." Right?

Inc. OOOMOO

www.thompsonreporting.com

Thompson Court Reporting,

Page 297 of 345

297

21§10 162 9bed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff

Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E Page 298 of 345
Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina 298

Electric & Gas Company, et al.

A Yes.

Q "The project continues to be highly complex with
thousands of interdependent tasks and multiple
opportunities for problems and delay even where

contractors and subcontractors use great skill and

care." Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q And it's your testimony that you believe that is
Mr. Byrne saying that everyone -- excuse me,

saying that the project would be done on time?

A I believe that what is addressed here in this
testimony is schedule changes on the order of
magnitude of months, okay? My belief is that the
actual schedule was off in order of magnitude of
years. When I say that everyone behaved or acted
like the project was going to complete on
schedule, what I'm talking about is there was a
goal of meeting a date to support getting the
production tax credits.

0 How long did you -- and this is based on your
review in the EAC team that you were participating
in?

A It is not. It's based on my time working on the
project. Nothing to do with the EAC team. The

EAC team looked at cost, not schedule.
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Okay. I think you said that you actually weren't

a part of the scheduling group, right?

That's correct.

So even though you weren't part of the scheduling

group, you're independent assessment is that it

was years to be delayed?

Yes. And, in fact, that's been borne out by

actual results.

Following Westinghouse's bankruptcy?

Even prior to Westinghouse's bankruptcy. Look at

the Vogtle project. Have you looked at the Vogtle

project lately? Their cost estimate right now is

over $25 billion and their schedule is pushed out

into the mid-2020s.

So would you agree that SCE&G's decision to

abandon the project was appropriate?

Yes.

I think you also said that the contractor, and in

this instance, I understand you to be referring to

the Consortium, never gave any concrete examples

of what they could do to improve productivity. Is

that right?

That's correct.
(Whereupon, Direct Testimony of Stephen

Byrne 2016 was marked Exhibit No. 21 for
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identification.)

BY MR. CHALLY:
Q I'm handing you what I've marked Exhibit No 21.
Before we get there, can you go back to the 2015

testimony, page 21, line 18. Mr.

"In justifying their confidence in the revised

rate on which the current construction schedule is

based, WEC and CB&I points to things like reduced

delay in submodule production, increasing levels

of design finalization, and lessons learned from
construction of the first AP1000 unit in China."
Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q So aren't these examples of what they could do to

improve their productivity?

A Not really.
Q Why not?
A Because these three things here, reduce delay in

submodule production, has nothing to do with

productivity factors. That's off-site work,
producing submodules.
finalization is getting the design complete.
doesn't impact performance factor. The last

lesson learned from construction of the first
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AP1000 unit in China, they're not sending craft
people to China to learn how to build it. What
they're incorporating there is correcting design
deficiencies that are identified in China before
the work gets done on-site.

But they do -- you agree with me, though, that
they do explain why it was at least possible that
future PF, productivity factor, would be better
than historical productivity factor.

Who explains?

These -- if you learned lessons from the
construction of the first AP1000 unit in China,
that might lead to increased productivity in the
future, right?

If you sent the craft people to China so they
could learn the lessons, it would, but that's not
what this is addressing. I do not agree with you.
You said do I agree with you? I do not agree with
you.

Fair enough. So let's go to the 2016 testimony.

Okay.
Particularly page 18. First off, you were
employed through the company -- you were employed

at the company through July of 2016, right?

Correct.
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So are you aware of 25 key work streams that
Westinghouse and Fluor identified as important
targets for improvement?

Yes.

And you are aware that many of those changes were
implemented before the time you left, right?
Yes.

And you are aware that those changes include
standardized and simplified work packages for
nuclear island construction, streamlined processes
for equipment transfers between suppliers and
contractors, and processes to minimize design
changes for module and submodule vendors, correct?
Yes.

Is it your testimony that that has no impact on
productivity factor?

Absolutely not. These are tremendous impacts to
productivity factor, all implemented by Fluor when
they came on-site after the fixed-price option was
implemented in 2015, 2016. All the discussions
concerning performance factors and failure to
address performance factors were through CB&I and
Shaw, which were all prior to Fluor coming
on-site.

And if you'll check the record, I

believe I did say that Fluor made great
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improvements when they came on-site and it was a
very good thing to see Fluor show up on-site.
Q Okay, so those were the concrete examples that you

were looking for?

A Yes.

0 And they came about when Fluor became involved?

A Yes.

Q I think you testified earlier that by the time we
went to -- time SCE&G went to the fixed-price

option, productivity factors were irrelevant,

right?
A Correct. Not irrelevant, because they impact the
schedule. But they were not relevant regarding

cost because we had the fixed-price.
Q Okay. I believe you also testified that you
understood the only benefit to Westinghouse of the

fixed-price option was getting CB&I out of the

Consortium. Is that right?
A Yes.
0 Don't you recall that the fixed-price option, or

at least the EPC amendment that led to the
fixed-price option, resolved various disputes
related to the project between the owners and the
Consortium?

A Yes.
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Q And it ultimately facilitated a path forward on
the project, right?

A It resolved disputes that sooner or later would
have probably been impediments to progress.

) So it was a way, was it not, that Westinghouse
particularly could move forward and attempt to

complete construction?

A Yes.

Q And that was in Westinghouse's interest, wasn't
it?

A It was in the owner's interest.

0 Certainly in the owner's interest, but it was also

in Westinghouse's interest, wasn't it?

A I'm not sure why.

Q Hadn't you been informed that Westinghouse was
pursuing these projects in other places, nuclear

develop projects?

A Which we were informed of that, yes.

0 And Westinghouse had said that to the owners,
right?

A Right.

Q And weren't you also aware that Westinghouse

viewed this project as a loss leader?
MR. COX: Object to the form.

A That was our understanding. I believe I mentioned
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that earlier today. That was the only concept
that made it work.

We talked earlier, or you talked pretty
extensively with Mr. Haltiwanger and to a degree
with Mr. Cox, about the process that led to
testimony provided by Carlette Walker in 2015 to
the PSC?

Yes.

Did you view yourself as somewhat of Carlette
Walker's stand-in at this meeting that you talked
about?

No.

Why wasn't she there?

I'm not sure.

You have no idea?

I don't actually.

Did she regularly miss meetings where testimony
she was going to be providing to the PSC would be
discussed?

She rarely missed meetings when she was away from

the site due to her husband's illnesses, but I'm

not sure if that was the case at this time or not.

Following this meeting, you understood the
decision to use the Consortium's number for

purposes of preparing the 2015 testimony, didn't
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you?
Yes.
You accepted that decision, didn't you?
I did.
And Ms. Walker did as well, didn't she?
I don't know if she did or not.
You are aware that she actually submitted the
testimony, correct?
Yes.
Is it your testimony today that she was compelled
to submit the testimony?

MR. COX: Object to the form.
That is not my testimony that she was compelled
to. I'm not sure that she was able to fully read
and understand the testimony because of her time
away.
Are you aware that she also provided testimony
live to the Commission?
I'm not sure how it works; I've never been to a
PSC hearing.
You don't know whether or not she did?
I don't know.
Did she tell you that she was going to go to the
internal audit department because of this

testimony?
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A She did not.

0 In fact, she had been in the internal audit
department herself, right?

A Yes.

0] So she, to your knowledge, would have known how to

raise issues related to someone attempting to
compel her to provide false testimony if she
wanted to, right?
MR. COX: Object to the form.

A She was aware of the internal audit. 1If you're

trying to put words into my mouth and say she was
compelled to do it, I don't know if she was ever
compelled. She never did tell me that she was

forced to do this.

Q Did she ever tell you that she was going to resign
because she thought this testimony was inaccurate?

A She did not.

Q Did she ever tell you that she ever tried to get
out of providing this testimony in 20157

A No, she did not.

Q Is it your testimony today that the testimony
Ms. Walker provided was inaccurate?

A It was not inaccurate.

0] And Ms.

Walker's testimony is clear, is it not,

that she was disclosing the schedule and costs as
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received by the Consortium, right?
MR. COX: Object to the form.
A Yes. I believe it was. It's clear in
Mr. Byrne's, and I would imagine hers was
consistent with that.
(Whereupon, Direct Testimony of Carlette
Walker 2015 was marked Exhibit No. 22

for identification.)

BY MR. CHALLY:

0 I've handed you what I've marked as Exhibit
No. 22. It is a copy of the prefiled testimony
that Ms. Walker submitted. 1Is this the testimony
that you were discussing earlier that you recall
seeing at this meeting?

A Yes. This testimony addresses cost only, but it
does appear to be clear that it was the cost
provided by Westinghouse and CB&I.

Q And, in fact, Ms. Walker specifically indicates
that, "the productivity factors realized on the
project to date are less favorable than those
originally projected by WEC and CB&I." Right?
Page 11, line 22.

A Yes. She refers to Mr. Byrnes' and Mr. Jones'

testimony and reiterates that it's less favorable.
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Q

Let's look at page 15, line 19. "WEC/CB&I also
has not met the overall productivity factors on
which its original cost estimates were based and
has increased its labor productivity factors
resulting in increased direct craft labor cost for
the project.”"” Right?

That's correct.

So Ms. Walker clearly disclosed that the
productivity factors had in the past been a
challenge for WEC and CB&I, right?

Yes.

And that's totally accurate, isn't it?

It is accurate.

Is there any aspect of this testimony at all that
you believe to be inaccurate in any way?

Without sitting here and reading through the whole
thing again, I cannot answer that question.

I'd like you to do that.

Okay. (Witness reviewing document). Can you ask

the question again.

COURT REPORTER: 1Is there any aspect of this
testimony at all that you believe to be inaccurate

in any way?
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The answer is yes.
Which portions?
Page 14, the paragraph beginning on line 16,
there's a subtle difference here in this testimony
and what Mr. Byrne presented. Would you like for
me to read 1it?

However you think is best to describe your issue?
This says, "Through discussions with the WEC/CB&I

team, EAC team, and based upon SCE&G's review and
analysis of the information provided and
representations made to the company by WEC/CB&I,
SCE&G approved for filing under the BLRA the EAC
cost as a reasonable and prudent estimate of the
target price and time and materials price for
completion of the project." Okay. That

doesn't -- there's a distinction there where this
says that while it was provided by WEC/CB&I, SCE&G
approves this as a reasonable and prudent cost.
And I don't believe that is a fair representation
of -- I say the EAC's team analysis of this cost.
You thought the cost should be higher, right?
Yes.

Did you say that this is information you thought
was a slight variation of what Mr. Byrne

describes?
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A I believe the wording is different here.
Q So the wording that you saw in Mr. Byrne's

testimony didn't have this issue. Is that right?

A I don't think so.
0] And I think you said there was another?
A It's the same issue on page 20. The question,

"Did SCE&G determine whether WEC/CB&I's revised
estimate was reasonable?" Response, "Yes. The
review team analyzed this increased cost as part
of the process I previously described and approved
for filing under the BLRA EAC this cost as a
reasonable and prudent estimate of the target
price and time and materials price for completion
of the project. However, the company has not
waived and has specifically reserved all rights

under the EPC contract and otherwise.

0 Is the similar concern you have with this
language?

A Yes.

0 Nothing else based on your review?

A Correct. And the distinction here, as I read

this, this is saying that SCE&G supports this as a
reasonable and prudent cost. Whereas, in
Mr. Byrne's testimony, I believe he represents it

fully as the cost as provided from the contractor.
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Q I believe in your testimony -- we can put that one
aside; I'm done with that. I believe in your
testimony, you discussed your understanding of an
issue with owner's cost as initially disclosed to

the PSC. Is that right?

A Owner's cost?

Q Yeah, the expected owner's cost?

A I guestioned about owner's cost, yes.

Q And specifically whether there was any alteration

to expected owner's cost between what was expected
of what was ultimately presented to the PSC. Do
you recall that?

A No, I don't recall -- I believe the discussion
was, and I don't know if we can go back to it or
not, but whether there had been changes made to
the owner's cost by SCE&G prior to filing that
cost with the Public Service Commission.

Q That's what I was referring to. I may not have
characterized it that way.

A And the answer to that was, yes, SCE&G did make
changes to the owner's cost prior to the filing,
and it was based on an input from Westinghouse
concerning the number of people that would be
required to operate and maintain the new units.

Our internal team felt like there was a
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possibility for more people based on the unit one
quantity of people, and Westinghouse said because
of the new technology, we can do it with fewer
people.

Did you independently validate the information
provided to the PSC on owner's cost to determine
whether it was accurate?

No.

And make sure I understand your testimony. SCE&G
disclosed what the Consortium had told SCE&G. Is
that right?

That's what the owner's cost was based on, I
believe, yes.

Who specifically at SCE&G thought the number
should be lower?

Lower than?

What Westinghouse had suggested.

Nobody. They used the Westinghouse number.

So no one at SCE&G thought the number should be
lower than what Westinghouse --

Correct. There were some people, I believe it was
Unit One operations people, who felt like it
should be higher, more people.

I'm sorry. Okay. Thank you. Who at SCE&G

thought that the number should be higher?
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A Unit One operations people. I mean,
any names.

developed,

information from Westinghouse and they were

getting information from Unit One as to how many

people do you need in each department
plant with. And the headcount number
different. And it was decided to use

Westinghouse number for the headcount

be inferred to develop an owner's cost,

low,
operations,
because it has more modern controls,
equipment,

have fewer people.

0 Earlier you said that there was one specific thing

that you thought could be done to improve the

productivity on-site.

A Yes.

0 And you referred to craft being on-site with no

work to do?

A Yes.

0 And you said that what SCE&G could have done is

told the contractors to send people home,

A We could have tried that, yes.
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Did you?

I did.

You tried that?

Yes.

What was the response?

The contract says that the contractor's
responsible for all means and methods of
construction. Which means as an EPC contract,
that's his business and not ours.

So you weren't aware of a contractual right to do
what it is you were suggesting be done to increase
productivity factor?

I'm aware -- I can tell you there was no
contractual right to do that.
At the end of your testimony, your discussion with
Mr. Cox, you said that there were certain costs
that you believed were not prudent?

Yes.

Which ones?

Can't identify them right now.

You can't identify a single one?

No.

How would you go about trying to define the

expenses that you believe to be imprudent even if

you can't identify them?
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A

Q

I don't understand that -- how would I go about
identifying them?

Right.

I'd have to go back through and look at all of the
costs and what we spent money on through the
project and every decision made.

What would you be looking for?

I'd be looking for things that were built that
didn't need to be built. Equipment that was
purchased that didn't need to be purchased.

How would you determine whether it needed to be
built or equipment needed to be purchased?

It was my understanding of prudent is what would a
reasonable person do in the same situation. And I
would have to look at every cost and say is it a
prudent decision to make that -- to make that
decision. I believe there were some decisions
made that were not prudent.

Which ones? Which ones?

I'll tell you what, you put me on the payroll,
send me -- give me the budget and the money that
was spent and I'll pull them out and find them for
you. It's been two years since I set foot on that
project.

I believe you testified earlier that the
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Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

productivity factor had never been below 1.15. Do

you recall that?
MR. HALTIWANGER: Object to the form.

A It was below 1.15 early in the project when they
were doing civil work. Once they started vertical

construction, it was never below 1.15.

Q So 1if you had testified earlier today that the
productivity factor had never been below 1.15,
that was just inaccurate, right?

MR. HALTIWANGER: Object to the form.

A Yes.

MR. CHALLY: I need to take a couple minutes.

I think I might be through.

VIDEOGRAPHER: Off the record at 8 o'clock
(Off the Record)
VIDEOGRAPHER: On the record at 8:10 p.m.
BY MR. CHALLY:

Q Mr. Browne, back to productivity for a second. On

things that SCE&G could have done and did do, are

you aware, are you not, that SCE&G was withholding

certain payments to the Consortium based on its
belief that the Consortium had experienced delays?

A Yes.
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Q

You said earlier that Ray Charles could see the
issues you had seen related to the status of the
project, right?

Related to the schedule completion at the current
work completion rates.

And that's based on information that you had
related to historical productivity factors and the
various different rations that you identified,
right?

If I can locate it, I can show you what that's
based on. This is Exhibit No. 16. The next to
the last curve, that is a graphical representation
of what I was describing at that time.

So I understand. But is your testimony, this sort
of Ray Charles comment, was that specific to this
particular document or was it broader to the
schedule and cost of the project?

It was specific to the impact represented in this
curve.

So you're saying, if you just look -- if someone
provided this particular document to Ray Charles,
Ray Charles could understand what it's conveying.
Is that right?

Yes. Of course, that is a -- there's not a lot of

humor in it because Ray Charles is blind.
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Right.
But this -- this would represent that I would

A

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff

believe anyone could look at this curve if they
understood what is represented here and recognize
there is a problem.

And this,

the inputs to this curve, as you

understand it, are the productivity factors. 1Is
that right?

The input to this curve is the work completed
during a fixed period of time and the time

remaining in the project to complete the remaining

work.

And the amount of work completed
of time was known to individuals
in the project, right?

Yes.

And the amount of work completed
period of time was also known to
wasn't 1t?

Regulatory Staff,

Yes.

So the Office of Regulatory Staff could have

prepared a chart,

similar to the one that we are looking at right

now in Exhibit No. 167

MR. COX:

Thompson Court Reporting,

to your understanding,

Object to the form.
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& Gas Company,

They could have.

And so they could have then known just as Ray

Charles could know what the issues were in terms

of the likely schedule for the project, right?

MR. COX: Object to the form.

Yes.

Can you pull out Exhibit No. 13, which is your

email exchange with Carlette Walker.

Thirteen, vyes.

In your testimony related to this particular

document, I believe you indicated that you

understood you were challenging an official

position of SCE&G?

Yes.

What is the official position you thought you were

challenging?

That the Unit Two would complete in September

of 2018 and Unit Three would complete in September

of 2019.

SCE&G promptly disclosed to the PSC that there

would be a delay in that project completion date,

didn't they?
MR. COX: Object to form.

At what time?

You said that -- you sent this email in August.
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Aren't you aware that in March of 2015, SCE&G
publicly petitioned the Public Service Commission
for a new schedule and new costs for completion of
the project?

That's correct. What date was that?

That was in March 2015.

And what date was this email?

August.

Correct. In August of 2014, the official position
of SCE&G was September of 2018 and September

of 2019.

Where was that official position announced, to
your understanding?

In any reports that would've been filed at this
point in time.

Is it your testimony that reports that went in
after August 2014 committed to a substantial
completion date shorter or sooner than what you
believed was appropriate at the time?

Say that again.

Is it your testimony that you believe reports
submitted after the date of your email, filings
submitted to the PSC after that date, reported on
a substantial completion date different than -- or

excuse me, committed to a substantial completion
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date of '"18 and '19?

Prior to the March of 2015 filing, I cannot
specifically give you dates of reports, but I
would expect that any reports submitted prior to
that March filing would have dates of September
'18 and September of '19.

But do you know whether or not they do?

I don't have them in front of me.

Do you know whether there were any discussions
with the Office of Regulatory Staff or any member
of the PSC related to the expectation of
submitting a petition in 20157

I don't know that there was or not; I can't say.
The old schedule that we're talking about. This
'18 and '19, that schedule was also based on dates
that the Consortium had given SCE&G, right?

Yes, that's correct.

Mr. Browne, since the time you left SCE&G, have
you had discussions with Carlette Walker?

I have had discussions with Carlette Walker.

You said you had discussed your deposition with
Carlette, I believe, right?

No, I did not. I told you that I discussed the
fact that I was going to have a deposition with

Carlette Walker.
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Q
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When did you have that discussion with her?

In an email conversation last week.

What's your email address?

Actually, it was a Facebook Messenger discussion.
Did she reach out to you?

She did.

How did she know you were going to be deposed?

I know that it

I don't know. I'm sure -- well,

was publicly posted by the Public Service

Commission, and I'm guessing that's how she knows.

The date of your deposition? It's your belief
that the date of your deposition was publicly
disclosed with the Public Service Commission?

I know for a fact that the date of my deposition
was publicly disclosed by the Public Service
Commission.

What was the exchange with Ms. Walker on this
topic?

Would you like for me to read it to you?

I would.

I don't think this is appropriate, but I'm going
to humor you.

Okay.

Page 323 of 345

323

21§ Jo €z¢ abed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13

"Hey Ken, hope you

and now being able

Thompson Court

www.thompsonreporting.com

are enjoying your grandbabies

to get back up to the

Reporting, Inc.[I00O00M




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Surrebuttal Exhibit GCJ-3

Office of Regulatory Staff
Docket No. 2017-207, 305, 370-E

Kenneth Browne - September 25, 2018
Richard Lightsey, et al. v. South Carolina
Electric & Gas Company, et al.

mountains. I thought you might be interested to
learn that I heard from Aaron Hawkins this
morning. He was trying to find out where Keller
Kissam's home is. He asked me to confirm his read
of my thoughts that Keller was an honest guy on
staff. I took the liberty to make sure they knew
of Byron Hinson's role as well as Kenny Jackson's.
They may not get in trouble, but at least I would
like to think that being interviewed by the FBI
will rattle their cages. I hope your deposition
goes well next week. I would love to talk to you
afterwards to learn of the nature of their
questions. I will call you. If I'm home, Jjust
leave me a message and I will call you back
assuming you feel you want to talk about it. I
also want you to know my attorney had to answer a
subpoena with a copy of my file again. I don't
know who wanted it." And I don't know what she's
talking about there on the file.

Do you intend to call Ms. Walker after your
deposition?

About the deposition?

Uh-huh.

No.

Are you aware that Ms. Walker was deposed in this
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case?

No, I'm not.

It's your testimony that you didn't discuss with
Ms. Walker any aspect of her deposition?

I did not. Yes, it is. That is my testimony.
I'd like to -- how many times have you discussed
issues related to the project or this litigation
with Ms. Walker since you left the company in
July 20167

I have never discussed litigations with the
company —-- against the company, with Ms. Walker.
Well, your Facebook Messenger talks about a
subpoena that Ms. Walker received. I'm intending
litigation against the company to encompass even
those kinds of discussions.

I have never discussed litigations with

Ms. Walker. The cases —-- I don't even know what
the cases are to discuss.

Have you ever discussed a subpoena with Ms. Walker
since you left the company in July 20167

I know that she was subpoenaed by the FBI.

How do you know that?

Because she told me.

When did she tell you that?

I don't recall when it was. Sometime last winter.
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Through what means did she tell you that? Was it
a Facebook message?

No, it was a discussion. I've had dinner with her
and her husband.

What do you recall her telling you about this?
About what?

The subpoena she received from the FBI?

Just that she was subpoenaed.

Nothing else?

No.

There's no other discussion on that topic?

Nope.

She simply said "I received a subpoena from the
FBI" and you all moved on to a different issue?
She said that she received a subpoena and that was
the only way she could testify -- or wasn't
testifying, just felt like she could discuss the
project. Her attorney told her that she had to
have a subpoena to be able to do it. That was
after the time that I had spoken with the FBI.

Did you tell her that you had spoken with the FBI?
I did tell her that I spoke with the FBI.

What did you tell her about that discussion?
That's all.

Did you tell her the topics that you discussed
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with the FBI?
A I told her we had discussed a spreadsheet, the

cost spreadsheet.

0 Nothing else?
A Right.
0 Isn't that unusual, to have a discussion with a

former employee about an interview with the FBI?

MR. HALTIWANGER: Object to the form.

A I don't know if it's unusual or not. It's unusual
for me to have a discussion with the FBI. I've
only had one in my life.

Q So I'm trying to understand how it's possible that

it was a -- well, how long was the discussion

between you and Ms. Walker related to the

interview you had with the FBI?

A Just a few minutes.
0 Okay.
A It was at the Red Bowl Asian Bistro in the Village

at Sandhills. My wife and myself and her husband

and her. And my wife doesn't like for me to talk
about this stuff and neither does her husband.

Q Fair enough. Any other instance where you have

discussed with Ms. Walker a subpoena?

A No.

Q Any other instance where you have received a text
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message or an email or a message of any kind from
Ms. Walker related to a subpoena?

A I don't think so, no.

Q Other than this one instance you already
discussed, have you ever discussed with Ms. Walker
any investigation currently underway related to
the project?

A Not other than that time.

Q What other discussions have you had with
Ms. Walker since you left the company in 2016 that
touched on the project?

A I don't recall any. I mean, we've seen them

socially maybe two or three times in that time

period.
Q Do you exchange emails with Ms. Walker?
A No.
Q Have you ever exchanged text messages with

Ms. Walker since you left the company?

A I don't know if I have or not, honestly.

@) Do you know her cell phone number?

A I have her cell phone number in my phone, yes.

Q Is there any reason why you couldn't tell me right

now whether you had text messages with Ms. Walker
from July 2016 to the present?

A I don't know if there is or not.
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Do you have your phone with you?

I have my phone.

Can you search your phone using Ms. Walker's phone
number to see whether or not you've had a text
message with her since July 20167

I can do that.

Okay, please.
(Witness complies). All regarding my wife and
issues that my wife had this past spring.

So no text messages with Ms. Walker related to the
project?

Not in my phone, right.
While you have that, what's the date of the
Facebook message that she sent you that you read?
It doesn't have a date. 1It's Friday 6:49 p.m. and
I'm guessing it was probably a week-and-a-half

or -- a week-and-a-half ago or so.

Other than your lawyer, have you talked to any
lawyers in any way related to the project since
you left the company in July 20167

No. Well, I did call and talk to Al Bynum in
December of last year, and I specifically called
and talked to Al Bynum about getting assistance in
paying for my lawyer because I don't think it's

right. Because I'm suffering and spending my time
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Richard Lightsey,

Electric & Gas Company,

here and have my attorney and nobody's paying my
legal expenses.
Q Other than discussions with your lawyer and
Mr. Bynum, are you aware of any other discussions
you had with anyone who is affiliated with a

lawyer about the project. So an assistant, a

paralegal, an investigator, anything of that sort?
A I have not.
@) Since you left SCE&G in July 2016, have you talked

about the project with Marion Cherry?

A Yes.

0 How often?

A Maybe four times in that time period.

Q What do you recall discussing with Mr. Cherry?
A The status of things, what's going on.

Q Stuff you see in the newspaper?

A No. What's happening on the project. After it

shut down, what's happening with the equipment,

things like that. Just more of a casual interest
in the project than anything else.

Q Have you ever discussed the dispute that involves
SCE&G related to the project with Mr. Cherry since
you left SCE&G in July 20167

A What dispute?

Q This dispute, any of the disputes that you're
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aware of involving the company?

A No.
MR. CHALLY: That's all I have. Thank you.
VIDEOGRAPHER: This is the end of tape number
seven in the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're

off the record at 8:30 p.m.
(Off the Record)
VIDEOGRAPHER: This 1is tape number eight in
the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We're on the

record at 8:35 p.m.

RE-EXAMINATION

BY MR. COX:

Q Mr. Browne, I just have a few follow-up questions
for you. 1In March 2015, do you believe that the
cost EAC that your team prepared was a better and
more accurate forecast of the anticipated cost
required to complete the project than the
Consortium's cost EAC?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Yes.

Q Now, Mr. Chally had you go through Ms. Walker's
testimony and identify any statements you believed

were not correct. I don't believe you had the
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chance to do that with Mr. Byrne's. So I would
like to turn you to, if you could pull out Exhibit

No. 18, which is Mr. Byrne's 2015 testimony.
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Got it.

If you could turn to page 39 of that document.
Right.

I'm going to read the two sentences from line five
to 10, and then I'm going to ask you if you
believe these statements are correct? If the
statement is correct. "The schedules presented
here are the schedules that WEC/CB&I has
represented to SCE&G that it is prepared to meet
and that SCE&G has carefully reviewed with
WEC/CB&I. For those reasons, I can affirm that
these schedules represent the best and most
definitive forecast of the anticipated costs and
construction schedule required to complete this
project that is available as of the date of this
filing of the testimony." Do you believe that
second sentence was accurate?

No.

Why not?

Because the costs were not the best and most
definitive forecast at that time.

The work that your team did was the best and most

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000
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1
N
1 definitive forecast? o
oo
2 A It was better. Z
(@)
<
3 Q It was better evidence than what the Consortium CBD
4 had given you? 8
p24
N
5 A Correct. w
=
6 0 And isn't it correct, Mr. Browne, that the SCE&G (o]
-
7 attorneys that you spoke to did not tell you that .Z
8 they were using the Consortium's numbers because %
o
9 they were better and more accurate numbers? (U%
10 MR. CHALLY: Object to form. And Judge Hayes IU
(@)
11 has ruled as to this particular meeting. If %
~—
12 you're asking a broader question, we're going to =
N
13 have the same issue. So if you're limiting it to <
N
1
14 this meeting, then we will -- subject to our, you &i’
o
15 know. I'II'I
1
16 MR. COX: Well, we can clear this up now. Q')U
«Q
17 [0)
&
18 BY MR. COX: w
(@)
19 Q Did you have any other discussions about the 2015 (_,-,h
—_—
. N
20 testimony other than that meeting that you went to
21 regarding Ms. Walker's testimony to which she was
22 not present but two SCE&G attorneys were present?
23 A No.
24 Q So, at that meeting, the SCE&G attorneys did not
25 tell you that they were using the Consortium's
Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000
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anticipated cost numbers because they were better
or more accurate numbers than the numbers your
team developed, correct.

MR. CHALLY: I do have a continuing objection
to that.

0 And isn't it true that you were told that the
reason that the Consortium numbers were going to
be used is because the Commission would disapprove
the filing if you used your team's numbers?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A No, that is not true.
0 Okay. Tell me why that is not true.
A What I was told was, that our numbers were higher

than the Consortium's numbers, and to file with a
cost higher than the cost that had been provided
by our contractors would represent filing with a
contingency on the project. And the Public
Service Commission had ruled that a contingency

was not appropriate, that we could not have a

21 Jo y€€ abed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1D3 13

contingency on the project.

Q So was it your understanding that the Commission
would not approve the request if your team's
numbers were used?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A If it had been structured as a contingency, yes.
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Q And your understanding is the attorneys were
saying the Commission would interpret it as being
structured as a contingency if your team's numbers
were used?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A That was my understanding, vyes.
Q I'd like for you to turn to page 38 of that same

Exhibit No. 18, Mr. Byrne's testimony.

A Yes.
Q I'm going to read a sentence to you from lines 19
to 21 on that page. "As to both the timing and

cost, the schedules are based on productivity
factors that WEC/CB&I represents can be met given
the current status of the project." Now, it's
true, Mr. Browne, that by March 2015, SCE&G
already knew that the Consortium's promise or
representation that it would get to a PF factor of
1.15 within six months had not been met?
MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A That's correct.
0 And SCE&G knew that at the time of this filing,
correct?
MR. CHALLY: Same objection.
A Yes. If I can clarify. You understand that what

they represented to us was that they would have

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000
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their monthly performance at a PF of 1.15 within
six months. The fact that they did not get to
there within six months does not mean that they're
not ever going to get there. It just means that
they didn't get there within the six months, if
you understand.
I understand. The question I have for you based
on that is that at the time of this filing, the
company, SCE&G, already knew that one of the
promises the Consortium had made when it provided
its cost estimates, i.e., that it could get it's
PF factor to 1.15 in six months, had not occurred?
That's correct.
Turning back to the first quote that I read you
from page 39, given your opinion about that
statement by Mr. Byrne, do you wish to amend your
testimony as to whether there's anything
inaccurate in Mr. Byrne's testimony here?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
Yes. I don't recall if I said that because I had
not read through every word of Mr. Byrne's
testimony. Specifically regarding the cost, I
believe, Mr. Byrne did -- his testimony more
closely represents it as the cost as provided from

the contractor and not the EAC as validated by

Thompson Court Reporting, Inc. 00000
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Q But you disagree with Mr. Byrne's statement and do

not believe it's accurate that it was the best and
most definitive forecast of the anticipated cost

as of the date of the filing of the testimony?

A I disagree with that statement.

Q And you believe it's inaccurate. Is that correct?
A Yes.

Q Mr. Browne, Mr. Chally had asked you about the

single page model that your EAC team had used to
come up with its estimate. Is it correct to say
looking at exhibits 15 and 17 that the work
product of your team consisted of more than one
page®?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.
A Yes.
0 That's all I have on that. The comment you
mentioned about Ray Charles being able to see the
problems on the project, did you make that comment

to anyone on the project when you were working

with SCE&G?

A That Ray Charles could see 1it?
0 Right.
A Maybe. I don't know.

Q You don't recall specifically?

Inc. OOOMOO
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A I don't recall specifically. This curve in here

represents exactly what I was talking about,

though. The curve with the performance, you know,

our work completed and work to be done. And the
farther you get out, the steeper that work to be

done gets.

0] If you can turn to Exhibit No. 13, Mr. Browne.
A (Witness complies). Okay.
Q So this is an email between you and Carlette

Walker that Mr. Chally called your attention to.
Is it fair to say that you're expressing to
Ms. Walker that there is no chance that the

Consortium is going to meet the guaranteed

substantial completion dates of September 2018 and

'197
A Yes.
Q And you were told by SCE&G to use those guaranteed

substantial completion dates as the input for your

EAC analysis. Is that correct?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I believe that is correct, yes.

0 That's all I have on that exhibit. I'd like to

talk about Ms. Walker's testimony. You pointed

out to Mr. Chally two portions of Ms. Walker's

testimony in which the work of your team is

Inc. OOOMOO
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referenced, page 14 and page 20. 1Is that right?

A Page 14 and 20, that's correct.

Q And in both parts of this testimony where your
team's work is referenced, at no point is the
conclusion of your team's analysis provided
regarding the cost estimate EAC?

A Correct.

Q And at this meeting that Mr. Chally mentioned
where Ms. Walker missed the meeting where her
testimony is prepared, do you know whether the
participants in that meeting knew that Ms. Walker
would not be there at the time the meeting was to
begin?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A I don't know.

Q It's true that no attorney at that meeting, no
SCE&G attorney ever said "wait, stop, we can't
have this meeting occur without the witness here,
we need to do at a later time"?

MR. CHALLY: Object to form.

A Obviously that did not happen.

MR. COX: I have no further questions, thank

you, Mr. Browne.
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RE-EXAMINATION

BY MR. HALTIWANGER:

) At that meeting, was there ever an occasion where
anybody's voices were raised during the discussion
argument-wise, that you recall?

A Actually, yes.

Q Can you describe what happened?

A I hate to be in this position, but yes, I can. I
was told when I raised my objection to the cost
that, I believe it was Mr. Willoughby, said that
he didn't give a damn what our EAC team cost was;
our contractor had provided that cost estimate and
that's what the filing was going to be based on.

MR. HALTIWANGER: Thank you. That's all I

have.

RE-EXAMINATION
BY MR. CHALLY:
Q Just one question. You identified with Mr. Cox
and you identified with me certain aspects of
Mr. Byrne's and Ms. Walker's testimony as provided
in 2015 that you believe to be incorrect. With
those specific statements in mind, did you voice

concern over those specific statements during this
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meeting?
A I voiced concern over the cost that was used in

the filing, which is reflected by the statements,
but the specific statements, no.
MR. CHALLY:

Done. Thank you.

VIDEOGRAPHER: This concludes tape number
eight and the deposition of Kenneth Browne. We
are off the record at 8:49 p.m.

MR. CHALLY:
We will designate this as confidential. If we
want to talk about what portions are and what
we can talk about that. Put that

aren't, Okay.

on the record, thank you.

(There being no further questions, the

deposition concluded at 8:49 p.m.)
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CERTIFICATE

Be it known that the foregoing
Deposition of KENNETH BROWNE was taken by Jennifer L.
Thompson, CVR-M;

That I was then and there a notary
public in and for the State of South Carolina-at-Large;

That the witness was sworn by me or
administered an ocath of affirmation to testify the
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,
concerning the matter in controversy aforesaid;

The foregoing transcript represents
a true, accurate and complete transcription of the
testimony so given at the time and place aforesaid to
the best of my skill and ability;

That I am not related to nor an
employee of any of the parties hereto, nor a relative
or employee of any attorney or counsel employed by the
parties hereto, nor interested in the outcome of this
action.

Witness my hand and seal this 10th day of
October 2018.

Jennifer L. Thompson, CVR-M

Notary Public for South Carolina
My Commission Expires: August 14, 2019

This transcript may contain quoted material. Such
material is reproduced as read or quoted by the
speaker.
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DEPOSITION ERRATA SHEET

In the matter of: Richard Lightsey, et al. vs.
et al.
Deponent: Kenneth Browne

Date of Deposition: 9/25/18

DECLARATION UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY

I declare under penalty of perjury
that I have read the entire transcript of
my Deposition taken in the captioned matter
or the same has been read to me, and
the same is true and accurate, save and
except for changes and/or corrections, if
any, as indicated by me on the DEPOSITION
ERRATA SHEET hereof, with the understanding
that I offer these changes as if still under
oath.

Signed on the day of

, 20

KENNETH BROWNE
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2013 10:21 AM
To: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: FW: August Target Labor Performance
Attachments: Aug 2013 Target Perf.xIsx

Here is the analysis file for August PF

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2013 10:02 AM

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; WALKER, CARLETTE L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S
Cc: TORRES, ALAN D; CHERRY, WILLIAM; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R
Subject: August Target Labor Perfarmance

FYI, The attached sheet is one that | put together to analyze the monthly performance each maonth, rather than
the inception to date (ITD) that CB&I reports to us. August was not a good month, due largely to the
performance on Concrete, with 44,565 manhours expended for the month and only 14,410 earned hours. |
suspect this is related to work on the “I” wall and the Unit 3 base mat, but need the labor billing to confirm
exactly where the issues are (we should get that on Friday). Overall performance for the month shows a PF of
2.52 with 73,411 manhours worked and 29,076 earned. As a result of this poor performance, the ITD PF has
bumped up to 1.25 from 1.22.

This shows a steadily increasing trend from an ITD PF of 1.14 in January 2013 to the present 1.25. In March 2012
(COL Receipt) the ITD PF was 0.94. From March 2012 through August 2013, the PF is 1.54 (1,162,851 work hours
with 753,907 earned hours). Unfortunately, this may be a better representation of what we should expect as we
move forward. Unless this trend is reversed, we should expect a substantial over-run of Ta rget Price Craft Labor

cost. To the best of my knowledge, this is in addition to previously identified Target Contingency allocations.
Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks, Ken

Ken Browne, P.E.

Senior Engineer

Business and Financial Services
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
(803)941-9817
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Confidential

To: WALKER, CARLETTE L[CWALKER@scana.com]; SMITH, ABNEY A
JR[SASMITH@scana.com]
Cc: ‘Cherry, Marion'[marion.cherry@santeecooper.com); JOHNSON, SHIRLEY

S[SWJOHNSON@scana.com]; TORRES, ALAN D[ATORRES@scana.com]
From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent:  Thur 10/10/2013 4:49:23 PM NQ. T e’
Subject: CB&l Target Performace for September 2013 WIThESS:
SEP2013TargetPeri.xisx.efa DATE_ =

THOMPSON COURT REPORTING INC.

The monthly data for September 2013 CB&I performance came in today. They have
added a section to their report to show the monthly performance factors as requested.
The attached file is the comparison that | have been doing each month, along with the
input that CB&I provides (at the bottom).

Unfortunately, the Consortium Direct Craft Labor performance has fallen off further this
month, with @ monthly PF of 2.68. The ITD (project Inception to Date) PF is now 1.29. A
few other items included in the analysis worthy of mention are:

1) They have removed substantial quantities of hours from the Concrete (Concrete
work scope includes re-bar installation) and DCP Allowance (Shield Building)and
added these mostly to Structural Steel and Structural Modules work scopes. I'm not
sure of the reason, or impact of this move. | would guess this is an effort to take hours
from work not in progress (shield building), and add to work in progress (structural steel
and modules), but not looking very good, but | don’t understand the removal from
Concrete...

2)  The Concrete work scope has a monthly PF of 3.00 with 62,249 hours worked
and 20,750 hours earned.

3) The Major Equipment work scope has a monthly PF of 2.99 with 14,447 hours
worked and 4,828 hours earned

4)  Overall monthly PF is 2.68 with 108,584 hours worked and 40,494 hours earned.
This is approximately 543 Man-Months worked vs. 202 Man-Months earned.

Not shown, but in a separate report looking at Jan 2013 - Sep 2013, the PF for this 9
month period is 1.79 with 616,986 hours worked, and 344,736 hours earned. Looking at
the hour usage vs. completion percentage, 12.86% of the Direct hours have been used,
with the project at 10.0% complete. If performance continues at the current ITD rate,
the direct craft labor portion of the Target price will be roughly 28.6% over the budget. If
performance continues at the YTD rate, the direct craft labor portion of the Target price
will be 70% over the budget.

SCANA _RPOD18657
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Let me know if you have any questions..Thanks, Ken

Ken Browne, P.E.

Senior Engineer

Business and Financial Services
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
(803)941-9817

21 Jo 8¥€ abed - 3-0/€-210Z # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JoquianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13

SCANA_RPGO18658



-2

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME o v 2
Sent: Monday, March 10, 2014 6:13 PM va'réESS = A
To: WALKER, CARLETTE L; SMITH, ABNEY A JR THOPSON GOUMT REFORTING INC.

Subject: Strange call from Shimon

| just got a strange call from Shimon while riding home, asking to talk to me sometime tomorrow. |
asked what the topic was and he said "issues" related to the EAC. | can't say exactly why, but | think
this is related to the WEC takeover of this project. | asked specifically if | could include you two and he
said no. He just wants to talk to me right now. | figured it would be better to find out what we can now
than to make an issue of who is not there. If you want me to cancel, | will let him know | won't be able

to meet alone. | tentatively set up for 9:00, no room selected yet. Let me know if | should cancel...
What a pain...

Ken

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0388623
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2014 11:18 AM
To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR '
Subject: FW: Schedule L

Attachments: Unit 2and3 Schedule 08052014 pdf W
DATE__ A7 55«

Look at what they gave us to perform our review on... THOMPSON COURT REPORTING ING.

From: HYDRICK, BERNARD IR

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:12 AM
To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME
Subject: FW: Schedule

Plere s the sehedute weowore aiveu tios momme all ef i

e

From: HYDRICK, BERNARD JR

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 9:50 AM
To: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Cc: COLEMAN, JONATHAN M

Subject: Schedule

e sehedude s a joke. Ther s pothine verilabie g what thes pastedton RITOGE T just 2 grouprg of

hmemoeks fuoh lont arbitvan durtbons in mis pitont With te celationships or nes o sib-tiar tcinvanes, This s

ol aeedpiable. Boas essentrally o ope line lome schedole complete with waps s casih adjusted to displo
tyrhing CB&ET wants o chaw us Someone should be Freed Var thinkioge ihis swoudd b acceptable wus 1 has
atiached the "sehedule ™. the ENTIRE sehedule, with all activilic

From: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 9:32 AM
To: HYDRICK, BERNARD JR

Subject: Re: Bud and Ryan

Just asked Guy Bradley the IST Director to work out Ryan.

Kyle Young
803.941.9811 Office
803.543.3582 Mobile

From: HYDRICK, BERNARD JR

Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2014 09:26
To: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW
Subject: Bud and Ryan

Bud will be driving to the NND building today and I will pick him up at 12:30 so as to orient him with the sitc.
Please call Ryan Lageman to get permission from his boss to dedicate his time to the schedule review,

Bernard Hydrick Jr

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0623144
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Schedule Coordinator - New Nuclear Deployment
SCE&G | V.C. Summer Nuclear Station

P.O. Box 88 | MC P-40

Jenkinsville, SC 29065-0088

803-941-9988 Office

803-391-9359 Cell

bhvdrickZaSCANA.com

CONFIDENTIAL
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To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR[SASMITH@scana.com]; WALKER, CARLETTE
LICWALKER@scana.com) "’ﬁ/
Cc: CHERRY, WILLIAM[WILLIAM.CHERRY@scana.com] o T
From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME WITNESS:

Sent: Thur 1/22/2015 9:38:19 AM DATE

Subject: Update on Real Schedule Status... THOMPSON COURT REPORTING ING.

Just learned that the June 2019 U2 SCD is June 26th. Even this is not real... it is based on
assumption that NNI meets original delivery dates AND CBIS is able to start SB erection on
March 24, 2015 (hard constraint in schedule). Releasing the constraint pushes the SB start out
19 work days (3 to 4 weeks)...really looking at late July/early August even with SB panel
acceleration. All along, our management has been told the current date is June 2019 and we
pass it along.

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME <KENNETH BROWNE@scana.com>
Sent: Monday., August 25, 2014 9:44 AM
To: KOCHEMS, KEVIN R <KKOCHEMS@scana.com>; SMITH, ABNEY A JR

<SASMITH@scana.com>; WALKER. CARLETTE L <CWALKER@scana.com>;
WICKER, SHERI L <SWICKER@SCANA COM>; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S
<SWJOHNSON@scana.com>; CHERRY, WILLIAM
<WILLIAM.CHERRY@scana.com>

Ce: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW <KYLE.YOUNG(@scana.com>
Subject: RE: Preparation for Getting and Reviewing the EAC

Kevin, If you could set up something for this week, that would be good. | will try to break away from the IPS to join in.
Thursday afternoon would not be good for me, because Chris Lavesque is going to be joining the IPS team for an outbrief
then and | would like to be here for that.

Just include me in your meeting invite...

Thanks, Ken

From: KOCHEMS, KEVIN R

Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 9:37 AM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME; SMITH, ABNEY A JR; WALKER, CARLETTE L; WICKER, SHERI L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY
S; CHERRY, WILLIAM

Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: RE: Preparation for Getting and Reviewing the EAC

Ken,

Glad you brought this up. With a complex task of this magnitude and with such a large team, | think it is imperative that
we have clear focus on achieving our objectives. With Skip and Carlette setting the overall goals and then you focusing
the team on achieving them, | am very optimistic.

To your suggestions:

1) Using the ERB is a great idea. This will allow us to stay focused on our task. | would suggest we begin
7:00,which will allow us to go until a natural stopping point.

2) Iplan on being part of the team and will bring in Meagen if you think we need her.

3)

4) While this is a Carlette/Skip call, | would think our goal should be to put a price on the schedule we plan to
accept. This maybe higher or lower than the EAC delivered.

5) Ithink this needs to be the schedule we plan to file with the PSC (whether we think it is achievable or not).

6) Not sure if a presentation or report is better, but we should keep the end product of a PSC filing and Testimony
in mind so that we aren’t redoing work in a month.

7) Ithink we should get through this as quickly as possible. We are already behind schedule to support a
November filing date.

21 o €G¢ abed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1O3 13

8)
I also think spending some time together before Friday is a good idea ( | can do this for you if you'd like).

Kevin

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0246420



Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 8:24 AM

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; WALKER, CARLETTE L; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; WICKER, SHERI L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S;
CHERRY, WILLIAM

Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: Preparation for Getting and Reviewing the EAC

I did some thinking over the weekend about a plan for review of the EAC when we get it. As you all know, we are

supposed to get it this on Friday morning. Our review will be much more effective and efficient if we have a plan prior
to getting it.

1) Being separated from everything for the last 2 weeks for work on the schedule has been good and | think a
similar approach for the EAC may be beneficial if we need a quick review. Probably not for a whole day, but
maybe % days (7:00 — 11:30 or 12:30 - 5:00) . There is a conference room here in the ERB that would work well. |
don’t think it would work as well to attempt the same thing in our conference room in the office, but | guessitis
an option. The schedule team review may continue through next week to prepare a presentation but space
should be available here. The room has a conference table, 8 chairs {room for a couple more), a white board,
and a large TV/ monitor on the wall. There is also a larger classroom with 30 chairs where we have been doing
the schedule review. Kyle says we will finished here by this Friday.

2) The team composition needs to be determined and people assigned to participate as full time members. Some
suggestions...

Possibly Ken, Kevin (and/or somebody from his team), Sheri (and/or somebody from her team), Shirley {and/or
somebody from her team), Marion (or somebody else from Santee Cooper, Fritz Hood?) Christina (to extract
Shawtrac data as needed for comparison, full time/part time?), somebody from Construction (full time/part
time?)

3) Need to identify who will be points of contact for part time support {Construction — for staffing and schedule
related questions, Startup and Licensing for example)

4) Need to define our mission and goals for the EAC review (validate cost estimate?, cut cost?, identify structural
module delay cost?, etc.)

5) What Schedule do we want to base our EAC on?

6} What will be the product? Presentation to management? Report? Both?

7) What is the schedule? If we go with a separated and intensive review, | think we can knock it out in 3 weeks, or
so0. {9/2 - 9/19)

8) Need to set up a few meetings with the Consortium to answer questions and set up a protocol for passing them
along and getting the answer (do they have to go through “governance review”?)

Maybe other things | have not thought of...

I have attached the EAC Review summary that we worked on a couple of weeks ago and it probably needs a few tweaks,

butit is a good start. | suggest that we get together sometime this week before we get the EAC to discuss, and then
sometime on Friday after the delivery.

Please let me know your thoughts on this.
Thanks, Ken

Ken Browne, P.E.

Senior Engineer

Business and Financial Services

New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
(803)941-9817

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0246421
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME <KENNETH.BROWNE@scana com>
Sent: Monday. August 20, 2012 2:26 PM
To: WALKER, CARLETTE L <CWALKER@scana.com>; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R

<KKOCHEMS@scana.com>; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S <SWJOHNSON@scana com>;
SMITH, ABNEY A JR <SASMITH@scana.com>

Cec: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME <KENNETH.BROWNE@scana.com>
Subject: Revision 2 of the Cancelation Analysis
Attach: CancelCostEst8-20-12-Rev2 xlIsx

Here is Revision 2 of the Cancelation Analysis with changes we discussed this morning.

linitially put in 50% for Unit 2 F.1.3 & F.1.5 and 25% for Unit 2 F.1.3 & F.1.5 cancelation costs as we discussed. The

magnitude of the cost was getting to what | think would be very difficult to justify. As a result, | dropped back to 35% for
Unit 2 and 20% for Unit 3. Somehow we have to be able to accommodate that these costs are for non-nuclear materials
and components smaller than the “Major Equipment” of F.1.1 payment schedule. | can change again if we need to go up

to the higher cost. The 10% recovery factor is probably a little low for these as well, since they are standard materials
and equipment.

| also added lines for HLD Cancelation Cost and Concrete Batch Plant demobilization and cancelation costs. ($1,000,000
for each issue)

I added a column for Kevin to insert the appropriate escalation rates and the 2012 $ cost will be calculated. Some of
the costs in the original calc. column would already be in 2012 $’s, so the rate should stay 1.0 for them.

We can reconvene tomorrow if there is anything else that we need to discuss or change.

Thanks, Ken

Ken Browne, P.E. WITNE
Senior Engineer DATE, { “@({/I*—
THOMPSON COURT REPORTING ING.

Business and Financial Services
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
(803)941-9817

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0255947
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Monday, September 10, 2012 3:51 PM

To: WALKER, CARLETTE L

Subject: Emailing: CancelCostEst8-22-12-Rev3 xlsx
Attachments: CancelCostEst8-22-12-Rev3.xlsx

<<CancelCostEst8-22-12-Rev3 xlsx.efa>> Carlette, This is the latest revision of this analysis. | didn't check to make
sure what revision you were working will...
The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments:

CancelCostEst8-22-12-Rev3.xlsx

Note: To protect against compulter viruses, ¢-mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file
attachments. Check your e-mail security settings o determine how attachments are handled.

L
::-«fg
e
WITNESS: [

DATE I% ,1

THOMPSON COURT REPORTING INC.

SCANA_RP0689335
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Conlidential

To: ADDISON, JIMMY E[JADDISON@scana.com] THOMPSON COURT REPORTING INC.
Cc: WALKER, CARLETTE L[CWALKER@scana.com]; KOCHEMS, KEVIN
RIKKOCHEMS@scana.com]; SMITH, ABNEY A JR[SASMITH@scana.com]

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wed 10/21/2015 3:55:18 PM

Subject: RE: Cost Comparison as Requested (Current PSC Budget vs. Settlement w/o Fixed Price
Option)

For 55% Fixed Price, it is $1,038,876,000 more than PSC Filing. Is that what you are asking? Can you
see the spreadsheet?
Sarry for any confusion...
From: ADDISON, JIMMY E
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 3:49 PM
To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME
Cc: WALKER, CARLETTE L; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; SMITH, ABNEY A JR
Subject: Re: Cost Comparison as Requested (Current PSC Budget vs. Settlement w/o Fixed Price
Option)
And this compared to the currently approved PSC amount is how much higher?
| get about $750mm

Jimmy E Addison
On Oct 21, 2015, at 3:47 PM, BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME <KENNETH.BROWNE @scana.com> wrote:

limmy, Carlette relayed a question concerning the total cost with Fixed Price Option.
These have not been fully vetted, but | feel pretty sure they are close. Done in about 10
minutes and nobody here to check behind me. | know you need this quick, so here it is.
Fixed Price based on $4,654,706,000 Paid to date + 56,082,000,000 remaining to be paid
+ Owner’s Cost 51,506,187 + Escalation $850,883. Owner’s Cost and Escalation from
Kevin Kochem's recent analysis.
Let me know of any questions, Thanks, Ken
From: ADDISON, JIMMY E

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 3:09 PM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Subject: Re: Cost Comparison as Requested (Current PSC Budget vs. Settlement w/o Fixed
Price Option)
Great thanks

Jimmy E Addison
On Oct 21, 2015, at 3:07 PM, BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME
<KENNETH.BROWNE@scana.com> wrote:

Yes, you are correct. It is included in netting out the +300 and -50 to give
+250
From: ADDISON, JIMMY E

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 3:02 PM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Subject: RE: Cost Comparison as Requested (Current PSC Budget vs. Settlement w/o
Fixed Price Option)
Ken,

SCANA RP0015099
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Confidential

itisn’t a lot but does this analysis include the $50mm target credit? | think
it does as you used the net $250mm ($300mm fixed less $50mm target)
From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2015 11:33 AM

To: ADDISON, JIMMY E

Cc: WALKER, CARLETTE L; SMITH, ABNEY A JR; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R

Subject: Cost Comparison as Requested (Current PSC Budget vs. Settlement w/o Fixed
Price Option)
Jimmy, Here is an attempt at answering your question from yesterday. This
is based on EPC cost as filed and shows the impacts of the settlement
without the Fixed Price Option. Let me know if you have any questions or
would like to have something madified. Hope this meets your needs.
Carlette and | worked on this and will both be here at VCS all day.
Thanks, Ken
Ken Browne, P.E.
Senior Engineer
Business and Financial Services
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
{803)941-9817

SCANA_RP0015100
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Tuesday, July 23, 2013 8:41 AM

To: KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; WICKER, SHERI L; SMITH, ABNEY A JR: WALKER, CARLETTE L.
JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S

CC: CHERRY, WILLIAM

Subject: Charleston Post and Courier Article on Santee Cooper Bond Sale

Attachments: Santee Cooper bond sale raises concerns about costs of nuclear project.docx

Here is an article from today’s Charleston Post& Courier on Santee Cooper’s bond sale to finance their share of
VCS2 &3

Ken Browne, P.E.
Senior Engineer

Business and Financial Services _ it ." (:l
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G : ‘., i~
(803)941-0817 P - 1 | %

THOMPSON COURT REPORTING INC.

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0617852
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BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Tuesday, August 25, 2015 4:41 PM

To: Burk, Sean M

Cc: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; JONES, RONALD A; Kenneth W. Hollenbach; White, Charles G;
WALKER, CARLETTE L

Subject: - Good Business Practice in Procurement

Attachments: StaplesChair.pdf; amazonchair.pdf; Compuworld 8492.pdf; Compuworld Inc Project to Date
Amount.xisx

Sean, Attached are three pdf files showing the commercial information for identical office chairs. The first one | would
like to call to your attention is the file named Compuworld 8492.pdf. This is the backup information, approved by you
and provided to SCE&G by CB&I for the purchase of 100 replacement office chairs for the VCS Units 2 & 3 project. The
chairs were sourced from a company named Compuworld Inc. located in Columbia, SC. The backup includes a
commercial analysis indicating that pricing was requested from JBE Media, Graybar, and Regional Material Handling for
competitive analysis. None of these would be the obvious source of an office chair. As indicated in the backup

information, and included in the July 2015 Target Price (Expense] billing to SCE&G, CBR purchased 100 chairs at a cost
of $289.00 each ($28,900.00 total cost). This same supplier, Compuworld, has been pointed out in numerous Target Log
issues by SCE&G due to the lack of competitive pricing in prior purchases of office furnishings by CB&I. To date, CB&I has
purchased over $941,000.00 from this vendor as shown in the attached Excel file. A quick review of this information

brings many questions to mind, including justification for the wide range in pricing for apparently identical items. For
example, 2 Hour Fire Rated, 4 Drawer, File Cabinets have been purchased for prices ranging from $2,128 to $3,379. Also,

a 2 Hour Fire Rated,2 Drawer, File Cabinet was just purchased for $3,499 and included in the July Target Price billing.

This very same cabinet (FireKing Model 2-1929-2) is available from numerous sources for $1,600 - $1,700!

The additional pdf files provide a true competitive analysis for the chairs purchased. The identical chairs are available
from Staples Office Supply at a cost of $184.99 each, and if you wanted to get really resourceful, you could get them
from Amazon for $145.03 each, This pricing is for one chair, and it is possible that an even better price could be
negotiated for 100 chairs purchased. The information was readily available and took only a minute or two to gain access.
Both of these vendors also have local presence and one could even be the source for Compuworld to get their supply.

At the price available from Amazon, CB&I could have saved almost 50% of the cost (514,397) on the very same chairs.
Instead, through the purchase from Compuworld, CB&I has spent this amount unnecessarily, and thus increased the cost

to SCE&G by this amount + 3.09% G&A ($444.86) AND 4.562% PROFIT ($677.09) to CB&I. A total of $15,518.95 of
unnecessary cost.

Some would argue that this is just a drop in the bucket in the construction of a $10 Billion nuclear project and not worth
our discussion. | can’t reconcile this argument with the CB&I responsibility to SCE&G in the performance of a cost plus
EPC Contract, nar can | reconcile this with the responsibility of SCE&G to our customers. This $15,519 represents to me
an indicator of the attitude that | see every month as | review the CB&! invoices. This is not an isolated case, itisonlya
good and easlily understandable example. | prefer to see this as a mere drop in the bucket of cost reductions that are
capable through the practice of making good business decisions as we move forward with this project. Again, CB&I has
this responsibility to SCE&G and SCE&G has this responsibility to our customers.
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I'am sure that CB&I can, and will, provide some justification for making the purchase from Compuworld, in addition to
replying that you checked with three other sources as you have in the past when questioned. Rather than make the
same arguments as you have in the past to justify the expense, please provide an explanation of how this practice will be

stopped. It is past the time for good business practice to be followed in the purchase of supplies and materials for this
project.

Ken Browne, P.E.
Senior Engineer

Confidential SCANA_RPN0O24002



CompuWorld, Inc.
PO Bax 8771 ,
Columble, SC 29202-8771
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* . Project Number: J132177
NCSP 3-4 Form 8.1 ' e
 Cllent: SCERG Py
CB&I® Q
Project: VC Summer EPC Unit 2 Z
Req Orlg: Cassandra Reeves g
Requisition for Purchase ReqNo:  132177F008492, Rev. 0 —
_<
Project Requisition Title: Creation Date: 05-JUN-2015 M
Replacement of Broken Chairs in Offices, Cubicles, and Roloased Dale: -
Conference Rooms . g
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Approved By: _ Originator: Cassandra Reeves
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’ Project Number: J132177
NCSP 3-4 Form 8.1 roject Number
Cllent: SCE&G
CBal® Project: VG Summer EPC Unit 2
Req Orig: Cassandra Reeves
Requisition for Purchase ReqNo:  132177F008492, Rev. 0
Project Requilsition Title: Creation Date: 05-JUN-2015
Replacement of Broken Chairs In Offices, Cubicles, and Released Dale:
Conference Rooms
Page 1 of 2
BUDGET INFORMATION a
Original Total Budget: USD 0.00
P ) REQUIREMENTS .

Required On Site Date: 15-JUN-15
Req Tech Eval Required: N

Inquiry Complete: N
Purchase Order Complete: N

TAX INFORMATION - - .
Taxable: Tax Explanation Code:
Tax Rate:
REQUISITION ATI'RIB‘UTE'S‘
FPR Type: Consumable QA Approval Required: N
Cert of Compliance: N Engineering Roview Required: N
Sole Sourca: N 1G6CFR21 Apply: N
MTR's Required: N 10CFR50 Apply: N
SDS Required: N 10CFR50.550 Apply: N
ELECTRONIC APPROVAL SIGNATURES.
Inventory Reduction Review William Johnson Date: Comment:
Construction Manager {CM) James X, Jarrett Date: Comment:
Procurement Manager (PM) Kimberly Bentz Date: Comment:
Buyer Kimberly Bentz Date: Comment:
Field Cost Englneer (FCE) Donald Martin Date: Comment:
Accounting Management (AM) Sparkie Glover Date: Comment:
Site Management (SM) Kenneth J Kelley Date: Comment. et

05-JUN-15 09:19:53
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Alera EL42BME10B Elusion Fabric Mid-Back Executive Chair with Adjustable Arms, B... Page I of 3

‘Deals, tips and more at our Back to School CenterAfj/

WELCOME, PLEASE SIGN IN
YOUR ACCOUNT

! STAPLES

Fumiture Chalrs & Sealing  Offica Ghates

Alera EL42BME10B Elusion
Fabric Mid-Back Executive
Chair with Adjustable Arms,
Black

e ALEELA2EMEIDE  Model: EL4ZBME{CH

, [ 2-¥r Fumiture §20.99
{20 Visteca Reviaye Protoctien (6100-
400,69,
Save an extra 7% on {his product! )
§172.04 In carl, Olfer valld for 20 minutes. Sca dotalls O] Staplas Furnituro §20,00
Assumbly (1 Chalr)
SHARE:
+ Managers/Exacutiva chalr olfers ergonomic sealing
anager anv.[7] asmrocur
1o Faverile:
+ Mid-back design for enhancad support o midHo- ARSI s
uppar back reglon
+ Overall Dimensions: 30.63" - 4Z.85'H x 28"Wx I
25630
Ses mare detulls
¥ FREE SHIFFING, Plus Up To:S% Back For i
Roviards Members
W Special Financing Avallable Leam More
¥ in Slesk Onflne
¥ Expecied Delivery: 1 Business Day
CUSTOMERS WHO VIEWED
| Product Info Reviews l THIS ALSO VIEWED:

Product Detaits | Specifications

PRODUCT DETAILS

The Alera Elusion EL428ME108 Black Fabric Mid-back Managers/Exesutive Chalr has adjustable arms that can
be set at different height levels for a comfortable position.

Increase productivity at your ¥ with he black Alara Managers/Exaculive Chalr
Mat Ig ergonomically dosigned lo provide comfort whila working. Furntshed with high-
quafly fabrie upholstery, this mid-back Managersfuxecutive chalr adds a fresh look Lo re
your warkspace. It lnts you fic the lumbar support al a required helght with its
agjustable back helght feature. Its pneumatic seat helgh! adjustment mechanism
feature lots you regulate the seal helght (o achiove a good gitng posllion, This chalr
s it control function that allows you to teat your feat on the floor n an uptightara
reclined position.

+ ManaparvExecutive chalr offers ergonomic seating standards

+ Mid-besk design for enhanced support to mid-to-upper back region

* Overall Dimenslons: 38.63° - 42.88"H x 26"W x 25.63°'D

+ Sest Dimensions; 18.75" - 24,75"H x 20,5"W x 21"0; Back Dimensions:

20,13"- 22.868"H x 20.13"W
* Tt lock and Lt tension control for a comiortable seating experience
* Black fabric-upholstored seat and mesh back for comfort and durability

2 ExcLiSivibireing! T-Bar arms wilh pelyurethane padding for comfort

http://wvrw.staples.com/Alera-ELA2BME10B-Elusion-Fabric-Mid-Back-Executive-Chair-... 8/25/2015

SquarcTrade Profection Plon

Pttt

1S J0 Go¢ abed - 3-0/€-10T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1D3 13

SCANA RP0O24007



Confidential

Alera EL42BMEI10B Elusion Fabric Mid-Back Executive Chair with Adjustable Arms, B... Page 2 of 3 _

= Nylon base with caslers for easy movement on hard flcors

¢ Height-adjustable backrest for customizad comfort

* Weight Capacity: Supports up to 250 Ibs. for 8 working hours

* GREENGUARD Indoor Air Quality Certified and ANSUBIFMA comptiant
* S.yearlimited mfr. warranty

Cempare with similar items

Would you Ske to give feedback on product content, images, or tell us about a tower prico?

SPECIFICATIONS
Char Typo

Chalr Matertal
AmType

Color Famly
Adustable Back Helght
Soal Gido

Warranly

Rated level of uso
Lumbar Support
Requiros Assembly

Mogls ANSUBIFMA
standards

Minknum Back Helght
(n)

Maxmum Bzck Helght
()

Minimum Seat Helght
@)

Maxdmum Seat Height
{n.}

Height (i)
Width ()

Depth fn)
Maximum Weight
Capadity (ibs)

Office Chalr Base
Materdal

Offica Chialr Back
Mated!

Office Chalr Caster
Usaga

Offico Chalr Center YI

Office Chalr Synchro
THl

Ttis Wab st is Intended for uso by US residents ordy, Ses inlamational S203. Sco our devery policy for ful delals, Copyright 1958-2014, Stapies, Inz, Al Rights Reserved.
Site op | Privacy Poliy]  AdCholces

2 EXCLUSIVE OFFERS

http://www.staples.com/Alera-EL42BME1 OB-Elusion-Fabric—Mid-Back-E:;ecuti,ve-Chair-... 8/25/2015

Computer and Desk

2013

2288

18.76

2178

4288
28
25.63
250

Nylon

Mesh

Hard Floor

No
No

v

SCANA_RP0024008
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Alera EL42BME10B Elusion Fabric Mid-Back Bxecutive Chair with Adjustable Arms, B... Page 3 of 3
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2 EXCLUSIVE OFFERS

http://www.staples.com/Alera-EL42BME10B-Elusion-Fabric-Mid-Back-Executive-Chair-... 8/25/2015
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Amazon.com: Alera Elusion Series Mesh Mid-Back Swivel/Tilt Chair, Black: Furniture ... Page | of 7

s Furnitute & Décer =
e Prime ! d

Shop ty Heto. Signin Ty Wity 0
Department Your Amazoncem  TodoysDeals Gt Cady  Sell  Help Your Account - Prime - List Cant

Fumniture & Décor  Boegi Sefers Living Aoom Furitura=  Bodoom Furrfto = Maliresses & Boxspdigs» Entetanman) Fumnities = Offico Furniture = Rugs -

Customers who viewed Alera Elusion Series Mesh Mid-... also viewed:

B Flash Fumittirn BL-X.5M-BK.GG Mid- SPACE Seating Professional ArGrid Alern Blusion Series Mesn Mid-Bazx
Back Mesh Chslr with Nylan Ease, BI., Dak Back and Padded Black Eco Lea. . Mulincion Chair, Biack
Buy new: $35.43 By nowe: $157 .44 Buy niw; $153.59
\9 Used & new from §22.00 19 Used & new from 514952 42 Used & pew from §152 40
(181) @®51) (278}

Often Products + Office Fumstu'e & Lighting 1 Chairs & Sofas + Desk Chars

Elusion Series Mesh Mid-Back tryem
ITilt Chair, Black
Qy: 1 V]

[ Yes, | want FREE Twe-Day
Shipping with Amazan Prima

257 customer miows
warnd questions

© 3348.00

- $145.03 & FREE Shipping, Detals | Add to Cant ]
: $203.87 (56%)
‘ o )
e aold by Amnzan cam,
marraw, Aug. 267 Order within 1 hr 37 mins and Tustn o 1-Chck ordaring te this browesr
neDay Shipping a1 chackout. Details
ek Ship to:
GA 303M
Include nssombly service | Estimated Price $30.00 | [ Addtowsh st ]
ZIP Coda Leam maore

+ Ergunemis design adjusts 1o M multiple usems

+ Cool, breathabis mesh bock Othor Selfers on Amazon

i « Cionltured seat cushion with arembim fabre upholatary and
. 138.34 _d': 10 Cart
= R waterfall adge 1o help telieve pressurm on legs ?
oy — + Frea Shipping
524 by Shoplet

07 new fom $124.00  2used from $267.20

# I 4_ 6— O 3 Thig fem's packaging will be visible when defiversd and cannot $139.54
L

be gif-wmpped. + Fiso Shipplig
Soid by, stormst2d

$125.02 A4 1o Cart
amazon =» Secngnigl
-,r i'stef Soid by oprw

EdussdA from 5124
Lenites e offer; A PR

$25 Credit

Havo ona 3 587 | Satom ;l}m.::n}
Heam e

Custemers Who SBought This Item Also Bought Page Y of 17

L]

hitp://www.amazon.com/Alera-Elusion-Series-Mid-Back-Swivel/dp/B0046H56]S 8/25/2015
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Amazon.com: Alera Elusion Series Mesh Mid-Back Swivel/Tilt Chair, Black: Furniture ... Page 2 of 7
Flast Furnittite MAT- Aolodéx Mesh Reund Al Elualon Setles Mesh Watker Edisan Sotana
CMI1113F0-GG 36-Inch Wantnbaskel, 11-1/2 Mid-Beck Mulifunction I-Pleca Cornat Desk, Black
by #8dnch Corpet Chafsmat Diameter = 14-14 M, Bluck  Chair, Black with Black Gloss
with Lip, clenrm (2238%) 54 st 78 :3!!
#1 8ol Selld iy Hard #1 Bas SaiieiE 1o Offca ' £t DeuSelwl nay.ony
Floor Chalr Mats Wasto Bim 2 2‘; ?:“”
s:003 st1.18 S
Sponsored Products Related To This Item (whars ) Poge 1ol 2
——J Aeron Chalr By Haman GM Soating Leader Steetcass Leop Mot Officee Mastar OMS Black —
Miizr - Highty Adjustnb E Emg ' Chalr, Black Frame Emgonomic
Graphhe Frams - With Mesh Chadr, Luribinr (r2) Medem Stylish Office
., Support and Sea... $915.00 Choer with_
N @ (L)
540,99 $418.00 $549.00
Ad lermazh

Customers Viewing This Page May Be Interested In These Sponsored Links (whats tis7)

1. Discount Alera Chairs = Upto 40% OIf & Fres Shipping. Huge Selection, Buy Online  wwa.officechalrsoutlet.comy

B Savel

2. Alera Elusion Serles Mesh - Free Shipping On All Alera Elusion Series Mesh Chairs.  wwowibuyofficesupply. com/Alera-Elusion

Save Up to 58%

Special Offers and Product Promations
Caless Black

Ad fesdact

* Your tost could be $115.03 instead of $145,031 Get o $30.00 gift card instantly upen approvel for the Amazon.com Rewards Visa Card.

Apply now,

Product Description

Color; Black

Ergonomic design adjusts to it multiple users: cool, breathable mesh bock. contoured seat cushion with premilum fabrc upholstary and waterfall
edge to help relleve pressure on legs. height-and width-adjustable arms with soft polyurethane pads, five-star base with casters for easy

maobifity.

Product Information

Color: Black
Technical Delails
Brend Name Aara

tem Weight 487 pounds

Manutacture Pt Numder  ELAZBME0S

Technica! Specification

Fradizzt ' s For ay i 1 abou this froduct, ploaso click hera
e |

http://www.amazon.com/Alera-Flusion-Series-Mid-Back-Swivel/dp/B0046H56JS

Confidential

Additienal Infarmation

SN " poousisass
Custsmer Reviaws 257 reviews
43culof S slary
Deat Seors Rank 83,505 in Home & Witchen (See fop 100)

84 in Office Products > Otfica Fumites 4 Azcosacries

* Chats & Sclas » Deyl Chalrs
Shipetng Walght 46.5 peunds View :hlwinﬁ raled end policies)
omestic Shippiog it can ba shigeed within U S
Inferationst Shipging This fterm Is riot ebgible fox Intermatoniat shipeing.
Leamn Mo
Daty First Ayatasin Qctaber 8. 2010

Warranly & Suppart

8/25/2015
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Compuworld In¢ - CLOSED Columbia, SC, 29201 - YP.com Page | of 2
e =i o
Browse ~ What do you want to find? | near | Columbla, SC [ | signin | Join
Home » Computer & Eguipment Dealers nanr Columbia SC > Compuwaortd ine
[ This business hias CLOSED Report ns opan? » i I
1 Map SiRIrestiank coun |
19 g™
o . = 3 e
Compuworld Inc | s
o e [T - w2
< f - i | A%t
. C_,e, i - i
l h| S 1S & AOC;\'U('S 6 . | 2 o % "}i %’
Shola | ) % i
1750 Laurel 51, Calumbl, SC 2901 fn""d alla 1 ‘b‘g e B B
(803) 251-3338 - == | -
= e = & 1430 dita €015 Gonghe
Personalize this business! mybook It o
Add n persunal note here, and keap this business handy in mybook! FEATURED COLLECTI|ON

BUSINESS DETAILS | REVIEWS

Hours: Do you kniw the hours forihis business? 4
Neighbaorhpods: Robent Mills Historie, Dawntown Columbia YEARS
it THursitions
Categories: Computer & Equipment Deaters, Consumer Electronics ]
Improve Business Infa s | Cinim this Buslness » 2015 Magnolia Run For Epfiepsy
e 8 S A B e R ey § SRS SR S 8 e e 0 8 41 e R e e i s b PAPEEY T husisesses in this collection
REVIEWS e
] View Al Fentured Collectlons =
!
| E <|Wn:r.\n review.. CHeW to rate
MORE LIKE THIS
o - e Mr. PC
Spensored Links | 4]
| WO Byl 512 B, Cakimbia, 50
Equipment Sales & Service - Materlal Handling Equipment Sales Wegenar Media Mnc Intosh
wiaw tri- It com/ | 1928 Tayir St Colintda, €
9 LY Sales, Pans  Aerials BT Sk Caliviie
Nawilsed Lits  Rertals | FutureTech Enterprises Inc
Sapvice Fahift Traing 00 Lauret S, Coliembiis SC
Technology Central
Computer Sale Al Dell - dell.com 20015 Hamgiton 51, Columbis, SC
9 waw dall comComputers
Find Great Doals on High Erd Computera w/ Intsk Core™ o Dalll CSA Intermet

50+ CES Awarda  Pnes Maich Guarantos - Frae Shipging 005 Masitsh St Cakimbis,
2 Aampioin 58, mbia, S

Frea HOTV Qffer 10% Back in Rewards

;1 New Alisrwars PCs  Electronic Daaly

2

g Compuworld Inc - when.com

= o waw when com/Compuwarlddine

Explorn Compuworld Inc Diecover Mare o When coml
office furniture.con
FPaks Advertisommnt
|

| |
http://www.yellowpages.com/columbia-sc/mip/compuworld-inc-466726408 8/26/2015
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Compuworld Inc in Lexington, SC - (803) 269-9790 - Company Profile Page 1 of 3

Home | Favorites | Lsts |Employers by Major | Locations | Blogs

B Buzzfile
k!
€

Compuworld Inc

HEHER

Contact Information
Compuworld Inc
240 Winterberry Loop

Business Description
Compuworld is located in Lexington, South
Carolina. This organization primarily operates in

gton, SC 29072 the Computer Peripheral Equipment business /
industry within the Home Furniture, Furnishings
- Contact: Alan Saleeby and Equipment Stores sector. This organization has
Title: President been operating for approximately 23 years.

Phone: 803-269-9790 | Compuworld is estimated to generate $250,000 in
Website:  www.cwisupply.com | }\) ot Ao‘l’NC«, annual revenues, and employs approximately 4
people at this single location.

Compuworld Inc is the only company located
at 240 Winterberry Loop, Lexington, SC 29072

Sector: Home Furniture, Furnishings and Equipment

Stores
Map Category:  Computer and Software Stores

Industry: Computer Peripheral Equipment
Computer Malntenance and-Repair
SICCode: 5734, 7378

About Us Partnerships Terms of Use Privacy Policy Contact Us Help

— S o mpuworld Inc
g+ jin W

http://www.buzzfile.com/business/Compuworld-Inc-803-269-9790 8/26/2015
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Compuworld Inc in Lexington, SC - (303) 269-9790 - Company Profile Page 3 of 3

Female Male

% % Female Male
A A3 383 364

Questions & Answers

a How many people work at Compuworld?

A Compuworld has approximately 4 employees at this location.

/) Is there a key contact at Compuworld?

A  Alan Saleeby is the President at compuworld. You can contact Alan at (803) 269-9790.
/| How long has Compuworld been In business? .

A Compuworld has been In business for approximately 23 years.

| More v

Similar Companies Nearby

N Emol Distance
ame ‘mployees (mil)
Compuworld Inc 4 0.0
TCGInc 2 13.6
Orangeburg Business Machines 8 39.7
Statistics for leco e 29072
Average House Value
Average Household lnoome 4
Number of Households 18, 760
Persons per Household 2.57
Number of Businesses 3,042
Number of Employees 18,552
Land Area (square miles) 68.469
Water Area (square miles) 18.902
http:/fwww.buzzfile.com/business/Compuworld-Inc-803-269-9790 8/26/2015
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Joe Saleeby | CB&I Inc | ZoomInfo.com Page 1 of §

Zoom Information

* Customers

m Qur Customers
wm Marketing

m Sales

= Recruiting

m Enterprise

m Partners

m Case Studies

u Zoomlnfo Data Services

m Zoomlnfo Pro
m Zoomlnfo List Builder

m ZoomlInfo Community Edition
m ZoomlInfo Connect
m ZoomlInfo API
m Zoomlnfo for Salesforce
- w Pricing

* Pricing
+ About

m Qur Compai
" m Data Sources
u Leadership
w News and Press
m Awards
w Partners
m Careers
u Customer Support
m Contact Us
¢ Free Trial

* People
» Companies

Enter Person’s Nam

Need more? Try our Advanced Search (20-!- criteria) »

:;é Joe Saleeby

Share This Profile rong Joe Salechy?
Share this profile on Facebook. . .
Link to tl}is profile on Linkedln.  Vice President Sales

21§10 ¥.€ abed - 3-0/€-2102Z # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1D3 13
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Joe Saleeby | CB&I Inc | ZoomInfo.com Page 3 of 5

6 Total References

Web References

Melwood Capital

www.melwoodcapital.com, 5 Nov 2014 [cached]

Joseph Saleeby Vice President, Business DevelopmentStone & Webster, The Shaw Group

Joe Saleeby. Senior Vice ...

us-saudiforum.com, 9 Jan 2014 [cached]

Joe Saleeby, Senior Vice President & Managing Director, Europe, Middle East & Asia, CB&I

Joseph SaleebyJoe Saleeby is the Senior Vice President for the Chicago Bridge & Iron
Companya€™s (CB&I) Power Group A At the company, Mr. Saleeby provides engineering,
procurement and construction services to the power industry. He is also responsible for the
groupa€™s international business.

Prior to his current role, Mr. Saleeby was the Vice President in charge of the Power Groupa€™s
environmental business line, which completed 15 projects under his tenure with a value of several
billion dollars.A Mr. SaleebyA€™s career at CB&I spans over 20 years where he served in various
positions covering both project execution and business development.A His assignments ranged from
project director on large power projects, to director of the Power Groupa€™s proposals and
estlmatmg teams, to field assignments on various power projects, including hydro, fossil and
nuclear.A Mr. Saleeby started his career with a heavy civil contractor in Saudi Arabia where he
worked on power and industrial construction projects.

Mr. Saleeby earned a B.S. in Civil Engineering from the American University of Beirut and a M.S. in
Civil Engineering and Construction Management from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Speakers | U.S.-Saudi Business Opportunities Forum 2013

us-saudiforum.com, | Aug 2013 [cached]

Joseph Saleeby
Joe SaleebySenior Vice President & Managing Director, Europe, Middle East & Asia, CB&I
SPEAKER BIO
erts RIS
susris.com, 1 Jan 2012 [cached]
Joe Saleeby
Joe Salecby
Joe Saleeby Senior Vice President & Managing Director, Europe, Middle East & Asia, CB&I
Joe ...
www.ceraweek.com, 6 May 2012 [cached]
Joe Saleeby

21510 G/¢ abed - 3-0/¢-210Z # 19900 - DSOS - Wd 91:€ Z JaquanoN 8102 - 3714 ATIVOINOYLO3 T3

Senior Vice President, Managing Director, Europe, Middle East and AsiaShaw Power Group
Other People with this Name (304)

Other People with the name "Saleeby":

Raymond Saleeby

Vistage International Inc

William Saleeby

New Hanover County Schools

Tim Saleeby

Triangle X-Ray Company

Raymond Saleeby

http://www.zoominfo.com/p/Joe-Saleeby/1264537944 8/26/2015
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Joe Saleeby | CB&I Inc | ZoomInfo.com

« Zoomlinfo Blog
* Whitepapers

* Webinars

ABOUT ZOOMINFO

* Qur Company
» Zoomlinfo Data Sources

* Leadership
* News & Press
* Careers

CUSTOMER SUPPORT

* FAQs

* Help

* Register

« My Account

» Contact Support
* Am I in ZoomInfo?

SitemapPrivacyTerms & Conditions
Copyright © 2015 Zoom Information, Inc. All rights reserved

Pro2015_Iteration7.72{01] SEIDXWK-35
zithbt201304

http://www.zoominfo.com/p/Joe-Saleeby/1264537944

Page 5 of 5

8/26/2015
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endF | 2—

WITNESS:
From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME DA
Sent: Friday, October 3, 2014 8.05 AM THOMPSON COURT REPOATING INC,

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; WALKER, CARLETTE L; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R: WICKER, SHERI L.
JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S

CC: CHERRY, WILLIAM

Subject: Re: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

Skip, Preach on Rev....You hit the nail on the head! The Consortium response ta avery issue is another
program, more people, more money. The new OSS group is a perfect example. in response to the
failure of Project Controls doing their job, we got 0SS. Included in the EAC is a deviation for $1.5 M {|
think, maybe more) for OSS. The rsason given is excess Owner audits and billing questions. They nevar
gave a thought to shifting positions, or dollars from Projact Controls budgst. And now we have more
cost but the problems are not fixed. At least one half of their effort is hiding cost, not fixing problem:s.
This month we got the bill for "impact rasistant" work gloves (512,500). It should not be billed to us
because we pay for PPE with labor markups. It sticks out like a sore thumb {sorry, but | had to say that)
in the invoice detail, but our overpaid 0SS did not catch it,

Bring this up and we will be challenged as petty because it's only $12,500.

Until we demand performance, and penaliza for failure, nothing will change.
Hope y'all have a good day, and weekend. Ken

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

From: SMITH, ABNEY A IR
Sent: Friday, October 3, 2014 6:04 AM

To: WALKER, CARLETTE L; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; WICKER, SHERI L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S; BROWNE, KENNETH
JEROME

Cc: CHERRY, WILLIAM

Subject: Re: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

It's a good thing you've lost part of your voice. You'd be blasting out of my BlackBerry screen.

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

From: WALKER, CARLETTE L

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2014 9:44 PM

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; WICKER, SHERI L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S; BROWNE, KENNETH
JEROME

Cc: CHERRY, WILLIAM

Subject: Re: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

| agree 100%. We need actionable items on their (WEC and cbi) parts to drive change and let's quit
tatking about and around the problems. Just for the record, | don’t have any emotion in my vaice:)

From: SMITH, ABNEY A JR
Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2014 9:15 PM

To: WALKER, CARLETTE L; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; WICKER, SHERI L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S; BROWNE, KENNETH
JEROME

Cc: CHERRY, WILLIAM

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0388794
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Subject: Re: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

A Lot of the same CBI talk on planning, protocol, briefings, presentations, alignments. So not very
impressive in my opinion. As a wise old mentor once very bluntly suggested to me, get off your a-— and
get out in the field and find out what's going on and get the job done without all the b---s-—. CBi has
productivity problems in the field. Can't meet a schedule. WEC keeps changing design that impact field
and shops. The shops have quality and production problems. There are a multitude of procurement
issues. The field non manuals and indirects are out of control. Cbl, one of the largest contractors in the
universe can't find the necessary resources. Until chi rolls up their sleeves and get connected in those
and other problem areas and clean things up, until that happens. Then all of the alignment sessions,
presentations, planning, protocol will be a waste of time and money. There will be continued delays
and cost increases. As far as alignment on schedule and cost is concerned, that is going to be a very
difficult and contentious process based on the cost information that we've been provided. Not a very
positive outlook, but I'm somewhat turned off by a lot of talk but little action. For what it's worth.

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

From: WALKER, CARLETTE L

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2014 8:12 PM

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R; WICKER, SHERI L; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S; BROWNE, KENNETH
JEROME

Cc: CHERRY, WILLIAM

Subject: Fw: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

For your review and insight into what Jeff and Don are thinking/planning.

From: ARCHIE, JEFFREY B <JARCHIE@scana.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2014 4:48 PM

To: 'DePierro, Don'

Cc: 'Benjamin, Jeffrey A'; Christopher R. Levesque; JONES, RONALD A; BYRNE, STEPHEN A; 'Crosby, Michael’;
Lyash, Jeff; WALKER, CARLETTE L

Subject: FW: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

My comments are in Red below.

Jeff A

From: DePierro, Don [mailto:don.depierro@cbi.com)

Sent: Wednesday, Cctober 01, 2014 3:43 PM

To: ARCHIE, JEFFREY B

Cc: Lyash, Jeff; Benjamin, Jeffrey A; Christopher R. Levesque; Kenneth W. Hollenbach; JONES, RONALD A;
Skudlarick, Josh

Subject: Phone call with Jeff Archie - Oct 1, 2014

21510 8/¢ abed - 3-0/€-210Z # 19900 - OSdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JaquanoN 8102 - 3714 ATIVOINOYLO3 T3

**This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless
you are confident it is from a trusted source.

Jeff
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The following is a summary of today’s call. Please edit or add if necessary:

1

Planning process implementation is underway for short term, intermediate range and long range. Short
Term POD is established and occurs each day to address the immediate, daily and short term needs.
Intermediate Range Planning is up and running. Each week the team meets focusing on the 3 week look
ahead, restraints, work package planning and material needs, work progress -v- plan and performance.
The Long range Planning team is mobilized to address all the necessary activities and actions to assure
successful execution at the work front. This team focuses on the EPC work streams and deliverables,
including constructability problems to assure successful execution and no emergent, un-planned items
interrupt or restrain work. Note these planning processes are being executed for the most part but are
not in some cases very mature { wet paint ).

The team will pursue Benchmarking of TVA Watts Barr’s Long Range and Short Term Work Planning
process if not done already.

3. Suggested an extended series workshops with SCANA Sr. Mgt. and Senior Consortium Management to
better align the SCANA and the Consortium Senior Management on the EPC execution challenges,
focusing on the Gaps, Challenges, Risk impacting Engineering, Procurement and Construction delivery
process. Specific area we discussed Don was the shield building execution plan.

4. Craft Resources Discussion:

a. The following strategies and actions can be employed to draw and retain labor, presuming the
work conditions and safety are good.

i. Wage Rate
ii. Per Diems
ili. Bonuses

iv. Work Hours

b. The Project coordinates with CBI Labor Relations and manages the above items on an enterprise
or portfolio basis considering the immediate and wider geographical region.

c.  Ken Hollenbach is the VC summer point person responsible for managing labor at the Project
with assistance from and coordination with CBI Functional and Corporate Construction
Management.

5. Ken / Chris and Ron will coordinate on conducting a labor management briefing for SCANA
Management describing how the Project and CBI manages the above items (suggest it be included in an
upcoming PRM) My comment was that we have this discussion first with Carlette’s commercial team.
The initial discussion needs to be outside of the PRM.

6. A protocol or process should be established for SCANA Management to participate and align with the
Consortium on Cost —v- Schedule decisions related to craft wages, per diems and other cost drivers that
will flow to the Target

7. CBI Module Management Team will provide a briefing on the Status of SMCl and CA03 (suggest it be
included in an upcoming PRM). We expect this discussion to take place after the assessment is complete
and it does not need to wait on a scheduled PRM.

8. The Shield Building Execution Plan will be presented {suggest an upcoming PRM). Focus will be on
erection by CBIS, ground fab plan, unit rates, sustained weld rates.

9. Schedule and Cost alignment

a. Need to decide on the “operational” Target Schedule ~ Consortium is currently working to the
Sept 2018 IPS. Operational decisions are be made to support this schedule.

b. Ultimately need decide on the schedule for external communication purposes, ORS,

[ { A

c. SCANA and Consortium need to align on overall EAC and in addition, the acceleration cost

d. Consortium is preparing acceleration cost and will provide forecast for completion

10. Understand Kevin Marsh, Danny Roderick and Phil Asherman are meeting on 10/13 where they may
reach an understanding on a path forward for alignment on:

CONFIDENTIAL
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a. Cost

b. Schedule

¢. Contract
Regards.......cccoureuceuns Don

Daonald DePierro

Sr. Vice President
Nuclear

Power

+1 980--321-8232 Direct
+1 704--576-8428 Cell
+1 980-321-1310 FAX

don.depierro@cbi.com

cBé&l

128 South Tryon Street
Charlotte, NC 28202
USA

www.CBI.com

Iy,

This e-mail and any attached files may contain CB&I (or its affiliates) confidential and privileged
information. This information is protected by law and/or agreements between CB&TI (or its affiliates)
and either you, your employer or any contract provider with which you or your employer are associated.
If you are not an intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of
this e-mail, further, you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance
on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 9:07 AM e
To: WALKER, CARLETTE L SN COURT i i
Subject: RE: Conference Room for Friday Meeting .

Carlette, | don’t know that “wrapping up” is a goed description. Covering up is probably better. We have a
schedule that shows completion of Unit 2 in September of 2018 and Unit 3 in September of 2019, on paper. We
also have 3 long list of requirements that must be met to mest the schedule. Wa then went through and
ranked/evaluated the “risks” with probability of happening and impact if they do/do not occur. Based on the
‘risks” as we have them rated right now, it is unanimous that there is a 100% chance we will not meeat the
September dates, At least, we do have a conceivable path te “success” and a list of challenges to address to
make it possible. As we have believed all along, the Shield Building is No. 1 on the challenge list for unit 2, and
the “success” schedules have been based on an unjustified, and so far not even presented to us, schedtle of 22
months for SB wall panel erection that was endorsed by CB&I Services. If the 22 manth erection schedule is
believed, NNI can’t support panel delivery dates for the work on site, but that is at least solvable with more $'s.
The list of comparable improbabilities is long, but this is by far the worst one. We have finally gotten them to
agree ta bring CB&I Services reps to talk to us this afternoon and convince us that the 22 month schedule is sven
worth consideration. | can’t wait to hear what they have to say about it. | will fill you in on that later.

Unit 3 completion has a similar set of issues, beginning with delivary and assembly of the CA20 sub-modules to
support a September 2015 set date. This is 4 months ahead of what the sub-module schedules currently
support.

If | hanestly believed any of this was possible, | would stop on the way home and buy a lottery ticket, just one...

See you later, Ken

NOTE: Please don't forward this note because | would prefer to make my departure on my terms, and not
because | was fired

From: WALKER, CARLETTE L

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:34 AM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Subject: Re: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

How is the schadule work going? Close to wrapping up?

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:24 AM

To: WALKER, CARLETTE L; SMITH, ABNEY A JR
Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: RE: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

21540 18¢ abed - 3-0/€-210Z # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13

Thanks

From: WALKER, CARLETTE L

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 8:18 AM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME; SMITH, ABNEY A JR
Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: Re: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0381916



3rd floor of the tallest of the campus bldgs

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:42 AM

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR; WALKER, CARLETTE L
Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: RE: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

OK, Thanks...

From: SMITH, ABNEY A JR

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:42 AM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME; WALKER, CARLETTE L
Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: Re: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

We meet there for executive overview

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

From: SMITH, ABNEY A JR

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:39 AM

To: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME; WALKER, CARLETTE L
Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: Re: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

Behind admin assistant at door by elevator

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2014 7:35 AM
To: WALKER, CARLETTE L; SMITH, ABNEY A JR
Cc: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW

Subject: Conference Room for Friday Meeting

In looking at the meeting invitation for Friday’s EAC meeting, it says the location is the ‘Energy Conf. Room”, Do
either one of you know where this room is? Kyle and | looked at the Corp. Campus maps and don't see it

identified.
Thanks, Ken

Ken Browne, P.E.

Senior Engineer

Business and Financial Services
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
(803)941-9817

CONFIDENTIAL
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From: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME <KENNETH.BROWNE@scana.com>

Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 8:24 AM

To: SMITH, ABNEY A JR <SASMITH@scana.com>; WALKER, CARLETTE L
<CWALKER@scana.com>; KOCHEMS, KEVIN R <KKOCHEMS@scana.com=>,
WICKER, SHERI L <SWICKER@SCANA.COM>; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY S
<SWIJOHNSON@scana.com>; CHERRY, WILLIAM
<WILLIAM.CHERRY @scana.com>

Ce: YOUNG, KYLE MATTHEW <KYLE.YOUNG(@scana.com>

Subject: Preparation for Getting and Reviewing the EAC

Attach: EAC Review.docx

I did some thinking over the weekend about a plan for review of the EAC when we get it. As you all know, we are
supposed to get it this on Friday morning. Our review will be much more effective and efficient if we have a plan prior
to getting it.

1)

2)

3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)

Being separated from everything for the last 2 weeks for work on the schedule has been good and | think a
similar approach for the EAC may be beneficial if we need a quick review. Probably not for a whole day, but
maybe ¥ days (7:00 — 11:30 or 12:30 - 5:00) . There is a conference room here in the ERB that would work well. |
don’t think it would work as well to attempt the same thing in our conference room in the office, but | guess it is
an option. The schedule team review may continue through next week to prepare a presentation but space
should be available here. The room has a conference table, 8 chairs (room for a couple more), a white board,
and a large TV/ monitor on the wall. There is also a larger classroom with 30 chairs where we have been doing
the schedule review. Kyle says we will finished here by this Friday.

The team composition needs to be determined and people assigned to participate as full time members. Some
suggestions...

Passibly Ken, Kevin (and/or somebody from his team), Sheri (and/or somebody from her team), Shirley (and/or
somebody from her team), Marion (or somebody else from Santee Cooper, Fritz Hood?) Christina (to extract
Shawtrac data as needed for comparison, full time/part time?), somebody from Construction (full time/part
time?)

Need to identify who will be points of contact for part time support (Construction — for staffing and schedule
related questions, Startup and Licensing for example)

Need to define our mission and goals for the EAC review (validate cost estimate?, cut cost?, identify structural
module delay cost?, etc.)

What Schedule do we want to base our EAC on?

What will be the product? Presentation to management? Report? Both?

What is the schedule? If we go with a separated and intensive review, | think we can knock it out in 3 weeks, or
so. (98/2-9/19)

Need to set up a few meetings with the Consortium to answer questions and set up a protocol for passing them
along and getting the answer (do they have to go through “governance review”?)

21§ Jo €8¢ abed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOY1O3 13

Maybe other things | have not thought of...

I have attached the EAC Review summary that we worked on a couple of weeks ago and it probably needs a few tweaks,
butit is a good start. | suggest that we get together sometime this week before we get the EAC to discuss, and then
sometime on Friday after the delivery.

Please let me know your thoughts on this. L

-
T NO: |

Thanks, Ken WITNESS: %J_
DATE, ]

Ken Browne, P.E.

|} TES
THOMPSON COURT REPTRTING ING.

CONFIDENTIAL SCANA_RP0258894



Senior Engineer

Business and Financial Services
New Nuclear Deployment, SCE&G
(803)941-9817

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL

EAC Review

1) To what level schedule has the EAC been developed?

2) Compare the new units of measure to the original that the contract is based on for gross changes.
a. Have they used the real data that has been earned for the first 2 years of construction?

b. What performance factors are assumed?

3) Determine the wage rates used during the new schedule units of measure

4) Compare the productivity assumption in the new EAC to the previously supplied one in the contract
5) What are the new staffing levels and how do they compare to the original contract assumptions?

a. Are these broken down by type (FNM, Craft, Supervision, Support, Startup, Subcontract workforce)?
b. Are Westinghouse Startup resources identified and coordinated with the IPS?

6) Review original contract payment milestones to new construction activities to determine if doflar output
would match percentage complete

7) Review ramp up and down curves to the work flow windows to ensure no work force padding.

8) What level of justification is used for FNM staffing? Compare to the previously known value

a. What is the budget for FNM?

b. Look at FNM categories (all 80xxx Cost Codes) and compare to Original Budget and per month costs.
9) Subcontracts

a. What are the major anticipated Subcontracts? Does this vary from past assumptions?

b. What is the PF assumed for Subcontract work?

c. What past areas were in the direct hire assumptions that are now subcontracts?

10) Rework

a. What were the past assumptions or allowances for rework (may tie to #2, PFs)?

b. What are current assumptions?

c. What areas in target are assumed to be performed off-site vs. on-site (past example: Mechanical modules
at LC and AECON)?

11) Indirect Costs and Distributables

a. What is the ratio of Direct Cost {$'s) to Indirect Cost ($'s)?

b. What is the ratio of Direct manpower to Indirect manpower?

¢. What is the budget for Temporary Facilities “Expenses”?

d. What is the budget for Temporary Facilities install and maintain “Labor”?

e. What is the budget for Craft per diem?

SCANA_RP0258896
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EAC Review Team

Preliminary Update
Preparation for 10/13/14 Executive Meeting

Camfidential

, KEN BROWNE MARGARET FELKEL :
KEVIN KOCHEMS SHERI WICKER AND
I KYLE YOUNG '

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFI‘

Prepared 10 /6/ 2014

21 J0 98¢ abed - 3-0/€-2102 # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13

SCANA _RPOO24674



[Imtroduction

beheve the Consortlum 1s not en’utled to

O—

& Aclmowledgmg that the EAC Rev1ew Team (EAC Teath) has not

completed its: rev1ew thls presentatlon 18’ a summary of cost" We.

e.f Note that a11 dollar amounts are 100%, m 2007 dollars and based

on COD s of 12/18 and 12/19

Confidential

#o o CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT = Brepirel 10762014, -2 = 22 T
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CB&I Direct Craft Productivity

O-

o CB&I pI'O_]eCtS the To-Go PF will be 1. 15. (ITD PF as of 8/ 14is

'1.46.)

o EAC Team recommends holdlng CB&I accountable to this PF

‘only paying up to this level.

6 EAC Team anticipates a To-Go PF closer to 1.40 and rec'a;lculatéd

the cost, resulting in an additional increase of approximately

“$101M. (This is the cost impact of the To-Go PF of 1.40 vs. 1. 15' )

and is ot included in the Consortium EAC. )

o This does not address excessive Indirect Craft present on s1te and |

an additional opportunity exists to challenge costs above
establlshed Dlrect/Indlrect ratios. .

Confidential
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CB&I Schedule Impact

>

PR
DR ISERon

RAC YR PR
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CB&I Contingency

-O

o CB&I pro_] ects an addlttonal $77M of contmgency fora total

contmgency of $2OOM

o EAC Team reeommends removal of the $7 7M ﬁom EAC
leavmg $ 123M remammg in contmgency |

.0 Note The Consortlum Contmgency account of $123M has been

* restored due to inclusion of previous usage of contingency in the
7 “Quantity Changes” and “Other Misc. AdJustments” categones of
| the EAC : . . .

L A

. CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT—Preparsd 10/6/2014
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CB&I Shield Building Risk

Confidential

@ In additmn to the CB&I 1ssues contamed m the EAC i
_g .._-_‘,.-_;prov1ded by the. Consortlum ‘the: EAC review: team has
- identified an omjssion that-shoyld be mentioned: - i
: 0. Constructron of the Shleld Buﬂdmg presents an addltlona.l r1sk to the

PI'OJ ect

. -:".o Increasmg the base labor hours for Shreld ’Burldmg erectron to the

ongmal estimate quantrtles represents an merease of $14 9M to the
EAC at CB&I Semces 1abor rates S

© N SRV T
4
4]
.
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CB&I Field Nom-Mamual

-O—

0 CB&I ProJ ects an incfeése in FN'M costs of $17 OM [ %ﬁiﬁj? ?7

° EAC Team Verified the EAC usifg 1 the current CB&I BN

be ablc to ccmply w1th thls plan

‘o CB&I currcntly recelves i contract based mark-up of 1 70 for all

N 'jf labor costs.’ Thc Gwncr has venﬁcd on numcrous

“Gosts 1 approx1mately 1.30.".

"o EAC Tcam recommends; arcductlon ln FNM m -up for all
adchtlcnal FNM ¢osts abovc the orlgmal estlmate using a’ 1 40
mark—up Th1s w111 rcsultm an EAC reductlon of approx1ma,te1y

2 which is:lean.. The EAC Team. does not ant1c1patc that CB&I Wlll

occasmns that the mark-up CB&I actually mcurs on FNM labor

$48M
—:"5 » OONFDENTIALDRAFT-P@W 10'6'2014#
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CB&I Acceleration

o - The proposed September 2018/N ovember 2019 schedule Wlll e
result i addltlonal acceleratron unpacts, not yet quantlﬁed by the L

O-

o CB&I pI‘O_]eCtS an mcrease of approx1mately $168M for ;.’ i

acceleratron o meet the December 2018/2019 SCDs

R Th1s cost s, based on a hmrted mght shlft of 340 Drrect Craﬂ 1001;? _.f}j

Indlrect Craft and 60 FNM There 1S also an addmonal 100
FNM on day shlft to support the mght shlﬁ L

Consortrum

o EAC Team recommends $0 entrtlement becauSe the acceleratron

1s necessary due 10 Structural Module Delays

Confidential
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CR&I Woodlands Cuts

o CB&I cut the EAC by 82961\@ a very high- Ievel How these’_‘-. -

cuts will be realized has yet to be determined. -

o Under Target Prlc_e'-s_che_me, all actual costs are relmbu_rsed,_.;.'; :

| Woodlands

Project
Adjustmant | Adjustiment| Adjustment B

Confidential

lndirect =~~~ | (30,000)f - - | " (30,000)
~ FElncrease ' (163,500): - - . (163,500)
-l ~ FNM Reduction. © (49,000). . - (49,000):
s Prc:jectAdjustment g Y P 25,000 - 25, 000 ;
“IFNM 8 | (212,500)" ~ 25,000 | - (187,500)
Direct Subcontracts | (19,300)) . - (19,300)}
[Distribs . | (37,0000 - . (37,000)}
R T .__-Esca_la;ti,éhf“ © (23,400): .- '~ (23,400)"
: l . - oowms As32)- T o (ssz).‘:.
, _ ijec“mr :

CONFIDENTML DRAFT Prepamd 10)’6!2014 .
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- WEC Schedulle Impact

Confidential

O

o WEC projects a delay in the schedule will cost $76M.

-0 $64M of the $76M is due to increases in the CV. subcontrect coét.

EAC Team found several errors in this estimate reducing the
EAC impact to $3 SM. (WEC has been requested to revise the
EAC) |

o $12M of the $76M is due to hotel load increases for Plant Start-
up and Licensing.

o EAC Team recommends $0 entltlement because the delay 1s due -

to Structural Module Delays

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT ~ Prepared 10/6/2014
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Base Scope Refinememnt

o WEC EPC Target Work scope does not currently mclude thlS

-0 EAC Team recOmmends $0 entltlement as thls eest is due to

o EAC Team recommmds $0 entltlement as thls 1s Flrm Pnce

‘© : ¥ N T
~~~~~~

-."»° EPC Management -WEC hias mdlcated that then: ‘best talent’

aPPI‘OaCh il addition t6. CB&I on-ite management w111 add
WEC staff costs totalmg apprOXHnately $22M PRI

functlon er cost JRL I

Consortlum (CB&I) 1neff101ene1es

e Llcensmg-WEC prOJeets an mcrease in the Lwensmg T&M costs

totahng $28M

. o I R ‘. el ., v, - .

Confidential
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Regulatory Drivemn

Confidential

. .\- e _... -~ .- LT . e, e -.v©_ .- ._,. . N . FERES o -......“,...‘.., RERr

0 Start—up and Testmg WEC pI'O_] ects an mcrease i CVAP and
FGAK testmg of $23M (Waltmg ori WEC Cost ) L

o EAC Team recommends all home ofﬁce planmng and procedure
development be.rémoved from the EAC and conS1dered F:lrm Ry

pnee $11 SM (Pendmg recel,pt of WEC Cost)

A A 0 : C. woeelon RS TR
R KO e, ce L [ . LA e IR P v e
L. . B " . LT ke . - RN .t . . 3|
[ RN . v L . . N . [ et P ,
. » C . . . y e
. R . a .. . H
' . " 5 i . - .
. <L, . e X . 4
eoe "
N
. {
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Owner Challenges

A2 The cost of unreallzed savmgs prOJ ectlons that have been

: ‘9 When 1t 1S determmed these or 81m11ar costs w111 not be pard by

lncluded in the EAC by the Consortlum W111 be relmbursed 3
under Target Pnce and T&M payment processes e e

® Much of the costs for Structural Module Delays and PF

the Owier, the process to énsure they. aré withheld from an =
mvolce Wlll be a s1gn1ﬁcant challenge (Consortlum may not
agree with: the reductlons) ~

Confidential
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EAC Review Team
Preliminary Update
Preparation for 10/13/14 Executive Meeting

N
=

KEN BROWNE, MARGARET FELKEL,
KEVIN KOCHEMS, SHERI WICKER, AND
KYLE YOUNG

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT
Prepared 10/6/2014
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* Acknowledging that the EAC Review Team (EAC Team) has not
completed its review, this presentation is a summary of costs we
believe the Consortium is not entitled to.

» Note that all dollar amounts are 100%, in 2007 dollars, and based
on COD’s of 12/18 and 12/19.
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» CB&I projects the To-Go PF will be 1.15. (ITD PF as of 8/14 is
1.46.)

» EAC Team recommends holding CB&I accountable to this PF,
only paying up to this level.

» EAC Team anticipates a To-Go PF closer to 1.40 and recalculated
the cost, resulting in an additional increase of approximately
$101M. (This is the cost impact of the To-Go PF of 1.40 vs. 1.15

and is not included in the Consortium EAC.)

» This does not address excessive Indirect Craft present on site and
an additional opportunity exists to challenge costs above
established Direct/Indirect ratios.

CONFIDENTIALDRAFT — Prepared [0/6/2014
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» CB&I estimates the Structural Module Delay in the schedule
costs $221M.

» Based on CB&I’s estimating methodology, the EAC Team
believes this to be an inflated cost.

» EAC Team recommends $0 entitlement as the delay is due to
Structural Module Delays.

» In addition, CB&I has included a cost impact of $114M from

2013 Basemat Rebar “WEC Design Issue” in the “Other Misc.

Adjustments” column of the EAC. (It is assumed that this cost
has already been incurred by the Owner.)

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT = Prepared 10/62014
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» CB&I projects an additional $77M of contingency for a total
contingency of $200M.

* EAC Team recommends removal of the $77M from EAC,
leaving $123M remaining in contingency.

* Note: The Consortium Contingency account of $123M has been
restored due to inclusion of previous usage of contingency in the
“Quantity Changes” and “Other Misc. Adjustments” categories of
the EAC.
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¢ In addition to the CB&I issues contained in the EAC
provided by the Consortium, the EAC review team has
identified an omission that should be mentioned
Construction of the Shield Building presents an additional risk to the
Project.
[ncreasing the base labor hours for Shield Building erection to the

original estimate quantities represents an increase of $14.9M to the
EAC at CB&I Services labor rates.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAKFT = Breparcd 10/6/2(114
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» CB&I projects an increase in FNM costs of $170M.

» EAC Team verified the EAC using the current CB&I FNM plan,
which is lean. The EAC Team does not anticipate that CB&I will
be able to comply with this plan.

» CB&I currently receives a contract based mark-up of 1.70 for all
FNM labor costs. The Owner has verified on numerous
occasions that the mark-up CB&I actually incurs on FNM labor
costs 1s approximately 1.30.

* EAC Team recommends a reduction in FNM mark-up for all
additional FNM costs above the original estimate using a 1.40
mark-up. This will result in an EAC reduction of approximately
$48M.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT —Prepared 10/6/2014
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» CB&I projects an increase of approximately $168M for
acceleration to meet the December 2018/2019 SCDs.

= This cost is based on a limited night shift of 340 Direct Craft, 100
Indirect Craft, and 60 FNM. There is also an additional 100
FNM on day shift to support the night shift.

= The proposed September 2018/November 2019 schedule will
result in additional acceleration impacts, not yet quantified by the
Consortium.

» EAC Team recommends $0 entitlement because the acceleration

is necessary due to Structural Module Delays.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT = Prepatied 10/6/2014

1S J0 90% 9bed - 3-0/€-210T # 194900 - 9SdOS - Wd 91:€ Z JequianoN 8102 - 3114 ATTVOINOYL1O3 13



: i
o

e 2, 'I": LYY LCL

» CB&I cut the EAC by $296M‘ at a very high-level. How these
cuts will be realized has yet to be determined.

» Under Target Price scheme, all actual costs are reimbursed.....

Woodlands Project

Adjustmant |Adjustment| Adjustment

Indirect ~ (30,000) - (30,000)
FE Increase (163,500) - (163,500)
l FNM Reduction (49,000) 2 (49,000)
» Project Adjustment - 25,000 25,000
ENM " (212,500)" 25,000 (187,500)
Direct Subcontracts (19,300) - (19,300)
Distribs (37,000) - (37,000)
Escalation (23,400) - (23,400)
l OO0Ms (532) = (532)
Project ICA 1,629 - 1,629
Other Costs i (22,303)" = (22,303)

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT - Preparcd 10/6/2014.
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» WEC projects a delay in the schedule will cost $76M.

« $64M of the $76M is due to increases in the CV subcontract cost.
EAC Team found several errors in this estimate reducing the
EAC impact to $35M. (WEC has been requested to revise the
EAC)

« $12M of the $76M is due to hotel load increases for Plant Start-

up and Licensing.

EAC Team recommends $0 entitlement because the delay is due
to Structural Module Delays.

o
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* EPC Management -WEC has indicated that their ‘best talent’
approach, in addition to CB&I on-site management, will add
WEC staff costs totaling approximately $22M.

* WEC EPC Target work scope does not currently include this
function or cost.

* EAC Team recommends $0 entitlement as this cost is due to
Consortium (CB&I) inefficiencies.

* Licensing-WEC projects an increase in the Licensing T&M costs
totaling $28M.

* EAC Team recommends $0 entitlement as this is Firm Price
work.

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT - Prepared 1 0/672014
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» Start-up and Testing -WEC projects an increase in CVAP and
FOAK testing of $23M. (Waiting on WEC Cost...)

» EAC Team recommends all home office planning and procedure
development be removed from the EAC and considered Firm
price $11.5M. (Pending receipt of WEC Cost)
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The cost of unrealized savings projections that have been
included in the EAC by the Consortium will be reimbursed
under Target Price and T&M payment processes.

Much of the costs for Structural Module Delays and PF

Impacts have already been paid through Target Price payments.

When it is determined these or similar costs will not be paid by
the Owner, the process to ensure they are withheld from an
invoice will be a significant challenge. (Consortium may not
agree with the reductions).

CONFIDENTIAL DRAFT - Prepared 10/6:2014
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WITHESS:.

DATE &
THOMPSON COURT REPORTING INC.

To: JONES, RONALD A[RONALD.JONES@scana.com]; WALKER, CARLETTE
L[CWALKER@scana.com]; SMITH, ABNEY A JR[SASMITH@scana.com]
Cc: BROWNE, KENNETH JEROME[KENNETH.BROWNE@scana.com]; KOCHEMS, KEVIN

R[KKOCHEMS@scana.com]; WICKER, SHERI L[SWICKER@SCANA.COM]; JOHNSON, SHIRLEY
S[SWJOHNSON@scana.com]

From: Cherry, Marion

Sent: Mon 4/6/2015 4:38:07 PM

Subject: FW: VCS - NND - Target Cost

2015 04 08 - EPCA Target Cost & Pet Comp DCL Charis.ppltx

***This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments
unless you are confident it is from a trusted source.

Confidential

FYI

From: Crosby, Michael
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2015 4:30 PM
To: sbyrne@scana.com
Cc: ARCHIE, JEFFREY B; Cherry Marion; Cherry, Marion
Subject: VCS - NND - Target Cost

Steve,

As you know, Marion worked with Business and Finance to produce the following charts that were
discussed in the Executive Steering Committee meeting on Mar 6:

Direct Craft Productivity (EPC basis 1.0 ... EAC basis going forward 1.15)

Indirect to Direct Craft Labor Ratio (EPC basis 0.38 ... EAC basis going forward 0.38)

Field Non-Manual to Direct Craft Labor Ratio (EPC basis 0.51 ... EAC basis going forward 0.53)
Percent Complete — Direct Craft Work

P

As fallow-on to this effort a ... Total Target Cost chart ... has been added to the package (see last slide
in attached file).

The new chart is 2 good visual aid which projects the (end-view) total target cost impact of the
Consortium’s poor management of productivity and labor ratios.

In the top left corner of the new chart ... a table is provided which summarizes the key inputs that
generate the total target cost curves.

The top row of the table (highlighted yellow) ... is an average of the actual numbers recorded on
the project over the 5 month period (Sep 2014 — Jan 2015). A total target cost curve for this
data is not shown on the graph because it would be off the chart.

As you recall upon receiving the EAC (August 2014), the Consortium promised to self-correct and
drive productivity and the labor ratios back (closer) to the EPC basis.

SCANA_RPO020794
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Confidential

Scenario 1 and 2 {curves) ... demonstrate how improvements to productivity factor and labor ratios
drive the curves down ... but still result in cumulative target costs that are significantly over budget.

Both the EAC and Entitlement curves ... demonstrate that to achieve the target costs projected by the
EAC ... the Consortium must perform in accordance with numbers that closely track the contract basis.

Additional details on the new chart:

1. All numbers shown are at 100%.

2. Baseline reference: Cumulative cost of $2,281M ... is the EPC contract based on the July
2012 settlement totaling $1,936M escalated.

3. Entitlement curve: Cumulative cost of $358M above the baseline ... is the EAC Design
Finalization and Change Orders minus LDs with escalation added. For SCE&G at 55% ... this is
the $72M (design finalization) and $56M (change orders) filed in the current PSC petition.

4. EAC curve: Cumulative cost of $1,156M above the baseline ... is the total EAC cost (target
only} with escalation.

| understand from the attorneys’ conference call last Monday (Mar 30) - the group recommended it
was probably time to reconvene the larger group including the CEOs. When this meeting is
scheduled, | think it would be a good idea to include productivity, labor ratios, and these charts as
part of that discussion.

If you have time to review ... maybe we can discuss tomorrow after our meeting.

Thanks,
Michael

Confidentiality Notice:

This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is addressed. This communication may contain information
that is proprietary, privileged. confidential or otherwise legally exempt from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not
authorized to read, print, retain, copy or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please
notify the sender immediately either by phone or reply to this e-mail, and delete all copies of this message.

SCANA_RP0020795
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Target Cost - $62.4M over EAC basis in 5 months following receipt of EAC
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Percent Complete - Direct Craft Work
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CONFIDENTIAL

Message

From: ARCHIE, JEFFREY B [/O=SCANA/OU=COLUMBIA/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=JARCHIE]
Sent: 4/7/2015 10:31:30 AM

To: | cloud [jeffarchie@icloud.com]

Subject: Fw: VCS - NND - Target Cost

Attachments: 201S 04 06 - EPCA Target Cost & Pct Comp DCL Charts.pptx

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network.

From: Crosby, Michael <michael.crosby@santeecooper.com>
Sent: Monday, April 6, 2015 4:29 PM

To: BYRNE, STEPHEN A

Cc: ARCHIE, JEFFREY B; CHERRY, WILLIAM; Cherry, Marion
Subject: VCS - NND - Target Cost

**This is an EXTERNAL email. Please do not click on a link or open any attachments unless you are
confident it is from a trusted source.

Steve,

As you know, Marion worked with Business and Finance to produce the following charts that were discussed in the
Executive Steering Committee meeting on Mar 6:

Direct Craft Productivity (EPC basis 1.0 ... EAC basis going forward 1.15)

Indirect to Direct Craft Labor Ratio (EPC basis 0.38 ... EAC basis going forward 0.39)

Field Non-Manual to Direct Craft Labor Ratio (EPC basis 0.51 ... EAC basis going forward 0.53)
Percent Complete - Direct Craft Work

AW

As follow-on to this effort a ... Total Target Cost chart ... has been added to the package (see last slide in attached file).

The new chart is a good visual aid which projects the (end-view) total target cost impact of the Consortium’s poor
management of productivity and labor ratios.

In the top left corner of the new chart ... a table is provided which summarizes the key inputs that generate the total
target cost curves.

The top row of the table (highlighted yellow) ... is an average of the actual numbers recorded on the project over

the 5 month period (Sep 2014 ~ Jan 2015). A total target cost curve for this data is not shown on the graph because
it would be off the chart.

As you recall upon receiving the EAC (August 2014), the Consortium promised to self-correct and drive productivity and
the labor ratios back (closer) to the EPC basis.

Scenario 1 and 2 {curves) ... demonstrate how improvements to productivity factor and labor ratios drive the curves
down ... but still result in cumutative target costs that are significantly over budget.

Both the EAC and Entitlement curves ... demonstrate that to achieve the target costs projected by the EAC... the
Consortium must perform in accordance with numbers that closely track the contract basis.

SCANA_RP0954157
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Additional details on the new chart:

L
2.

w

4.

tunderstand from the attorneys’ conference call last Monday {(Mar 30) - the group recommended it was probably time
to reconvene the larger group including the CEOs. When this meeting is scheduled, | think it would be a good idea to
include productivity, labor ratios, and these charts as part of that discussion.

If you have time to review ... maybe we can discuss tomorrow after our meeting.

Thanks,
Michael

Confidentiality Notice:

This messagz is infended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is addressed. This communication may contain information that is proprietary,
privileged, confidential or otherwise legaily exempt from disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print, retain,
copy or disseminate this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately either by phone or
reply to this e-mail, and delete all copies of this message.

All numbers shown are at 100%.

Baseline reference: Cumulative cost of $2,281M ... is the EPC contract based on the July 2012 settlement
totaling $1,936M escalated.

Entitlement curve: Cumulative cost of $358M above the baseline ... is the EAC Design Finalization and Change

Orders minus LDs with escalation added. For SCE&G at 55% ... this is the $72M (design finalization) and $56M
(change orders) filed in the current PSC petition.

EAC curve: Cumulative cost of $1,156M above the baseline ... is the total EAC cost {target only) with escalation.
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To: WALKER, CARLETTE L[CWALKER@scana.com]

Cc: KOCHEMS, KEVIN RIKKOCHEMS@scana.com|; BROWNE, KENNETH
JEROME[KENNETH.BROWNE@scana.com]

From: WICKER, SHERI L

Sent: Tue 5/5/2015 5:09:38 PM

Subject: EAC Docs

EAC Review Team Action Items Final 11-11-14.xlIsx

Copy of EAC Validation Report - May 2015.dacx L=
o |/
WITNESS:
oNTE___H BTy
Sheri L. Wicker THOMPSON COURT REFORTING INC.

SCE&G New Nuclear Project
NND Finance
Tel 803-941-9825 (x898235)
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ACTION ITEMS - Template Versan 1.0

EAC Review and Validation*

* The parpose of thi evertiie i to snderitand the bavi ol Bae

. Sheet
Revited By: wl;: Comtortum's AL Cloture of an Action item does not amply | Date Revised: 11/11714
i Crwmer concurrence with the Contortivin's position
ACTION i
DATE OAMNER TONSOaT BISPONLIMT COMPLETION
l::.:l OPENID CONTACT Ursen DESCRIFTION MEMBER PERSON DATE NOTES Conartram Rewponses STATLS
Meeting scheduled for 03/0%/18 3|
Decernber 2018 i am-10am,; Partisl sobmertai of
1 GE/I9/18 | Ken Browne Aine 7013 CBRI S8 to provide supporting documentation for EAC (= 1] Joe Aroutegai @fosf1e destoneeation fecehved vid emial Ciosed
e Tt Tp 2
Decernher 2018 [CBEI SEW 20 provide mapping between Progreds Tracher
2 02714 | Keh En (= 1] Bow Ay 1) /014 Draniet weid il. Closed
i W0 | e 2013 |datsbae snd EAC Summary eategorier s 3 freelved wma
“\:”rf‘ :::;’::::' u"""‘::f WEC 03/05/14 - The Containment Vessel
Ceder B L i
Refarenie Column “Scheduls tmpact * Containment Veysel, S Contacied COE) Bowes | e Order Requestfrom COl Ssrvicen s
61250 Management 13 request aumlabié for viewing by Caner on-tite.
s ONOMMA [ it fe Craner tequiits copsed of WIT/CBEI Servicet documents wied i JoRMHEIie. aritance with citaming Cwner R ﬂéﬂ'k Rt e Sy
ta computs S5 000 of the 551,750 copy of docaments. Meeting WEC 05/13/13 - barieapy release >
feguested between WEC and 2 frorm D, e B
Dner 0972314 A
ANDNER Tt St Remia T = WEC 09/05/14 -38.100 hours * $106.20
PLReD) ) Blended Rate = 52050
Backup decuments mdicate Theie costs are based on L4 FTEY Beiid foe 18 FTES bs currest diaffisg
! : Cloy
4 OWDI/1a | Sherl Wicket Jure 2019 :::::nm matharnatical caleulytions that support thewe wic loAnne pyde [T e (relivence oty s el
1473 hoursf| th * 15 tha * 14 FTE
What is the havn for the I3 7T m;;.:m Mm: *
What i the Sani for 10,100 houn? !
A rereitie T e e bt WU N IS T IS e T
S : Relerence Action ltem No 41 Iimpacted Partisly Arcelerated; and 12
5 £9/02/14 | Shetl Wicker June 2019 [What delsy petiod huy been considered in ertablithing thine WIEC InAsne Hyde dated 09/09714 misotths Foe e Aceuisn Clased
achedule impact cotts? N e b
WIEC 09/05714 -41,750 hours * 5168.80
Pended Rate = 57,060
B eurrent bevels of effont.
15,75 FTE® 147.3 hours/month * 18
t "Schedule Impac, ing $7,050) menthy = 41750 hours
Rackup documenty indecate thesn costs are baved on 15.75 Includes Site icensing plus augmented
FTEs Provide the mathematicsl caleulations that support thre support from home alfice - abioul 6% site
5 9/03714 | Sheri Wicker|  June 2015 |numbers WEC JuAane Hyde and 405 home affice Clased
Wihat Is the basis for the 15.75FTE's? Thie scope includes evaluotion, preparation
What is the fasis for 43,750 houra? and wpport of hewming changos including
What work soape i considared In this cost ettimate? LARs aned Departares, any NAC mastings
supparted an behall of the Cwmer,
respormes to NRC questions, and any other
Ticanung suppart. FTES are based on
currant htvels ol effor

Page 1ol ¥
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ACTION ITEMS - Template Version 1.0

Sheri Wicker

lune 2019

? Provide the

that support
these sumbers.

(What work scope is being considered in this cost estimste?
Provide justfication for using G-2 eates.

Provide basis used to determine costs (namen/tities).

03/05/24

'WEC 09/05/14 -FTE's are based on 3
estimate from Project Management. Ris
intended to include miestone
msnggement, issue mansgement, On Site
Control Center (OCC), Strategic Planning
Tearn, and cther anticpated foous areas.
Names will change over the duration of thej
project a3 people are assigned o this role.
Thisis work was not part of the
Westinghouse scope of supply, therefaore G
2 vates are being spplied.
Names/ftitles for work performed thus far
will be provided later.

05/04/14

Skeri Wicker

June 2019

(What is the basis for Ikis number?
The WEC documentation used to support this number does not
show the $25,000. Owner copies of CBIS & to
support the detailed scopes of work that 8dd to the $25,000.

loAnnie Hyde

02/05/14

WEC 09/05/14 -S25M is the defta from the
onigina! estimate 3nd the curveat purch

order ($68.7 - $93.7). A hist of specific
change orders which have been executed
are in the Supporting Documentation Book }
The change orders over $250K, the
previoutly sgreed threshold, have been
previously sudited by the Owner. Owner
can schedule an additional audit if
necessary.

CBIS estimades weve used as the basis for
the Miscellaneous Future CV Change
Notices and will be provided to the Owner.
However the amount induded in the EAC
was 2 probabilistic weighted estimate of
the articpated negotiated amount:
(Probability = 7U%, low - 51IM, mid $14M,
high $18M) which yielded a value of $10M
included in the $93.7M Qurrent Estimate
Total.

Page 2ot ?
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ACTION ITEMS - Template Version 1.0

09/04/14

Sheri Wicker

Kine 2019

| Testing $15.000:

The documentstion provided shows total costs of $76,047.
[What is the basis for number of FTE's and months used in the
estimate? Provide the mathematical cakulstions that suppont
these rumbers.

Confirm that the $15,000is the difference between $76,047 end
the ortgingd T&M Allowance of $61.0477

Owner ceceived an ' [ ‘e Y. How
does the S76.047M reconcile to the $39.3M referenced a3 TEM
in the TIP Summary™?

03/05/14

WEC 03/05/14 - The FTE data was derived
from the Start Up Group as derived from
the Integrated / Partially Acceterated
Project Schedule activities. A White Paper
weas provided to Owner GM of Operations)
Readiness to explain the process. The
monthly duration of Start Up activities
varies and is detziled in the White Paper.

8 cEFTE's for each respective role

per each yeas * 1
salestle labor hours per year ® applicabie
1rate = 576,047

Confimned : S15M a current estimate
{576.047) - EPC contract designated funding
{s61.00)

The $39.3 represents the internal
Viestinghouse cost. Actual invoices are per)
the rates in G-1 as per contract xnd were

1 576.0M,

10

09/04/14

Skeri Wicker

Jne 2019

{Reference the *ITP Summary” document:
(Wete the Open ttems listed on pages 10 - 11 addressed In the
EAC cateulation?

Reference Action ftem No. 42
dated 09/09/14

WEC 09/05/14 -The estimate did not
inckude cotts to resolve the open items on
page 10-11 of the ITP Summary
WEC 09/19/14 -The estimate did not
indude costs to resolve the open items on
page 10-11 of the ITP Summary except for
the first two bulets: FPOT and F3POT
(indluded in the $22M FPOT/F3POT
astimate value), and control system 15C
support during preoperational testing

linduded in the $76M value).

1

09/04/14

Sheri Wicker

Aine 2019

Will further [{
2018) Impact these costs?

WEC

JoAnne Hyde

09/05/14

Refetenca Action item No. 33
dated 09/03/14

WEC 09/05/14 -Yes. It is anticipated that
mere oversight and support will be required
a3 a higher number of tests are completed
in paraflel. Estimates have not yet been
developed to support the September 2018
schedule.

Closed

Pagaldot?
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What is the basls for number of FTE's and months used in the

? Provide the mathematical caleutations that support

WEC 03/05/14 -# of projected FTE's for
gach respective role description per each
respective year * 1768 1alesbie Labor hours,
peryeir ® applicable G-2 rate » S30M
Includes Site licensing plus sugmented
support from home office - sbout 60% site
&nd 40% home office

G-2 Rates are used per ExhibitG.1.1

12 09/04/14 | shert Wicker|  fune 2019 ::au numbers. WEC JoAnne Hyde 09/05/14 proviston and the imit of $2.2M Is Closed
@ juttification fot using G-2 rates. to be exceeded for this exercise.
What work scope Is being considered for this estimate? The scope includes evat ¢
and support of licensing changes including
LARs and Departures, sny NRC meetings
supported on behalf of the Owner,
responses to NRC questions, and any ather|
licensing support. FTEs are based on an
oversll anticipated level of eMort.
Ovner will have additional WEC 09/05/14 -Model provided as zn
13 | osjoana “":“:."" Juno 2019 :“‘ toraview the Model for Vendor Change Orderswith Owmer] e | joaiepvae | oojosssa durtng of tool for Owner consideration. |  Closed
or Cyber Security.
change otder. Reference email from J. %e 9/2/2014
cakeulation for VCS tmpact Is applied &3
follows: VCS psyroll * 8% cakulated value °|
percent impact of the Affordable Care Act.
‘The HR department provided the health
care costs &3 & percent of tota! payroll
Dased 00 actual daims resulting in an
sversge cakulated value was 8%. Abase
Ll prdable Ca ratio was set for the number of & d
Whit is the basls for the healthcare costs as a percentage of per employee in 2010 before the Act based,
payroll snd OHC as percentage of total heatthcare costs? on expetience.
(What I3 the basis for the 5.35% 5GA and 14.44% Profit?
Reconcile sctual EAC costs with draft Change Grder provided to For current and future years, the
Owner. Owner will have addnional | Affordable Care Act impacts were suppied
14 03/04/14 rlm'. “ Rne 2019 [Provide number of employees, titles and pay rates used in the WEC JoAnne Hyde 09/05/14 | questions during negotistions of | by HR based on » projection fromthe third|  Closed
total payrodl category by year (actus! and estimated). change order. party benefus provider,
what tege of total APL000 payrol) does this est
represent (Vogtle vi Ching vy, VCS$)? $GA percentage of 5.35% has been

Ownef requests review of document, “Timeline for Phase th of
Affordable Care Act”, specifically, how timing of the provisions off
Act s1¢ incorporsted into the estimate.

consiitently spplied to chenge orders 83 per]
the originsl cost books since the beginning
of the project as there is no stated SGA rate]
in the contract. Profit is applied without
the first mover discount (14.44%) for
Change Order work which is not T&M, and
s consistent with past change orders as
there is no stated profit rate in the
contract. The Affordable Care Actis a
Change in Law and therefore rates were

Ssonliedasner tha roatiact Chagge

Przedof?
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R/01s

Kochemi

June T0U0

Rt * i W
STk,

Pravede justification for use of G-2 rates
Provade the basis for the Bours uted for rach of the teity/item
Tiated T

Provide avirance that thiv evtimate includes the costy for both
uraf

Starup & Tew

WEC

Jakane Hyde

Meeting hald 07/28/148 between
Crwner ahd WIT.

WEC O9/0%/ 14 G- Rates were uted for
Regulatory Changes [CVAR] FROT) Becaute
thin o contdered i new LCope 13 comply

with Cranat’s lenie
The hosrs entionate wat develaped by the
Aartup groupe

Conta tepretent the scops For both units

CVAP instrument wark (s only performed or
1 ualt, while noms-mittument work i

perioemed on both. Suggeit s separaie

merting focuked on CVAP snd FROT scooe.

Cloved

16

I0a/1a

Kevin
Kothems

dune J019

Arterence Column "Hegilatory Driven®, Plant Startup £ Teiting

Within the WEE backup, 5445, 767 04 was provided s the doftar
Pt "Prerjett Managerant™. Prondda support Tor thin calculation,

Jpdane Hyde

Meating held 09/24/18 betwean
Crwnet and WEC. WECwill
reshmit EAC when eanmate
becomes available (week ending
1p/03/14)

'WEC 09/05/14 -The Prapeet Management
scope was estimated by the startup groups
baved o thelr watimation of need for 4 Tyt
of & kind teating. Sugdedt o wparate
meeting focuied on the CVAP and FPOT
wcope

1031718 The Westmghou ke Prapec
Kansgamient sitimate remaing unthunges
fob thisacope |t is eatimated st =20 dun
Jio/the first of a ond nature of this work

7

0a/0a/ 1L

Eevin
Kochemi

June 2019

ence Lotumn “Ragy no, Fi & Teyty

Dusied thus increare nglude test dats analyus snd test
equlpmant/supolie?

WEC

lssnane dyde

Meeting held 03/74/18 betwean
Crwnar and WIC, WECwiE
resubirut EAC when satimele
Becomes available [week ending
10/03/14)

WEC 0/ti5/ 14 -Matetialy ware not included
in the FAC estimate and are not listed in thig
fupporting Documentation. EAC estimate
ilsa includes a portion af work tabe
performed to CH&), Suggwit s separate
meeting on the tcope of this work as the
ost ertimates nesd 1o be refined in
conjunttion with Owner, WEC 05/19/14 -
The estimate did nst Inchude coits 1o
reaglyve the open ilems on page 1011 of
tha ITP Sumnmuary except for the first two
bulleti: FROT and FIPOT (ncluded in the
322M FROT/FIROT extimate vakue), and
controt sytem ISC support during
precperational teating (Wchided in the
576M walue]
VIS The et
the e mitiate |1

# hai Gean cefised

1

Page St 7
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ACTION ITEMS - Tenplate Versicn 1.0

WEC 09/05/14 -This was
to coincide with the 1cope sgreed with
Owmer per the T&M asuthorization process.
tis viewed as a Change in Law under the
contract and is not 3 part of base scope
Kevin therefore G-2 rates were appted.
18 03/04/14 ke 2019 etsiled scopes of work that bulld-up this smount? WEC JoAnae Hyde Incremental costs will be billed at actual Cloted
Provide fustification for use of G-2 ratos. hours for such 5cope 23 agreed with Dwner
Provide detailed original ITAAC budget? per the TE&M suthorization form.
The original base scope (TAAC budget is
part of Firm Price and not subject to
Cwner's review.
LL VIV AN P Te s
{noasatsble factor of 15% to indude:
Kevin Reference Column - Varloys: sversge smount of vacation, holiday, skk,
19 | O] cnams | M2 [provda bashs of 147.3 hrs used to catcutats FTE month, WEC ] feAnaclinde | 03/05/14 non project time for the employee | 0%
population) / 12 months » 147.3 hours per
ah
Estimate includes funds from CO 16 - no
20 03/29/18 | Ken Growne Decamber 2018 |Verify that costs of Shield Bullding Mast Climbers are Included in st Jos Arostegul edditional forecast bs tncluded foe Mast Cosed
hne2019  |the EAC?
Climbers
Confiem that the basls for the Shiekd Building erection costs for
December 2018 Yes - 22 month ersction schedule (per unit)
21 03/29/13 | Ken Browne Jine 2009 z&.::“"’ in the EAC matches the 22 month erection cas) Joe Arostegui is bashs for Shield Buitding erection costs. Closed
ret | 0 ber 2018 [Confirm that the EAC does not includa any FNM Living Allowancel Corrected. On the Acceleration in the
2 08/29/14 Py :{k' o nve2019 | Refocation costs. Per Change Crder B, thase costs are Fem [=:11] Joe Arostegui presentation, there was 8 mistake. The Closed
rice. 157.5M will be removed from Targel
Response provided by CB&! via
email dated 09/12/14 to Cwner is
incomplate. Ownes requested
additional Information on
03/12/14.
CB&I03/23/14 - CBAI confirmed
December 2018 |Provide o detsiled explsnstion for the costs included In the £til) sweaiting detsils on the costs.
33| GO/ | KenBrowne| T, 2019 [Other Misc Adjustments® Colums. B4 | toe Arostequl Owner comments - CB81 emailed Closed
documentation on 03/25/14 and
meeting was held 09/30/14 10
discuss supporting
documentation. Reference Acticn
[tem No. 49 - 51 for additional
quetions.
20 | casne | Kevn | December 2008 [provide hightevet etimated cash fows by qutrter by septembe] 881 | tos arostegu Referencn Action em No. 44 :‘.‘::’W“'“‘:"m"‘::‘d‘:’::‘:
Kochems koe2019  [3,2004. WEC Jonze Hyde dited 09/03/14 . 8 avallable, we Gored
WEC 03/05/14 - For Westinghouse, the
ability to provide this is contingect on 8
Kevin | December 2018 |Provide detated estimated cath flows by quarter by October 13,| €281 | soe Arostegui detaed schedule being avaidable for the
- 03/23/14 Kochems hne2019  |2014 wee Hyde individual detxiled milestones. Al the Deferred
present time, only the June schedule has
the detad to support a cash flowon a
monthly baus.

PagoGof7
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6

09/03/22

ber 2018

1d.

June 2019

Provide additional detsils regarding the
mmethodology uted to calculate the EAC

8&1
WEC

00 Arostegul
loAnne Hyde

WIC RIS USIUS IV T WRUNENGUTY
portion addressed in email from ) Myde
9/2/2014:

4) De-wscalation Methodology: CB&I

Retponse 09/09/14 - ...De-excaiated
currant day $ to 2007 $ based on Alphs
Resources for Craft snd Handy Whitman for]
Non Craft costs

8. Target - EPC Management shown in
Target Price was estimated st TEM rates in
$2007; CBL Services CNs have the de-

f in the spresdth
(mostly 1.0634) reference: backup
tpreadtheet tab * CBAI Services CNs” right
cotumn Labeted 2007SM;

b, Time & Materis!s estimates were rates
per the coatract in 20078,

o /09/14.- ...De-
current day § to 2007 § bated on Apha
Resources for Craft and Handy Whitman for]
Non Craft costs.

Response from CBAI 09/09/14;
De-escalated current day § to 2007 § bated|
on Alpha Resources for Craft and Handy

Loc Moo Leals cous,

Page 70t7
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Confidential

VC Summer Units 2 & 3, 2014 EAC Analysis and Discussion of Cost Changes

Report prepared by Owner’s EAC Review and Validation Team

Ken Browne — NND B&F
Margaret Felkel — NND B&F
Kevin Kochems — NND B&F
Sheri Wicker — NND B&F

Kyle Young — NND Construction

This report was prepared based upon an analysis of the revised EPC Project Estimate at Completion
(EAC) for Target and T&M cost categories as prepared by the EPC Consortium and presented to the
Owner on August 29, 2014. Subsequent to the Consortium presentation the Owner’s EAC Review Team
convened and conducted a detailed review of the data as presented and as provided at later dates as
requested to support the original presentation. Several subsequent meetings were conducted with
various members of the Consortium team to review the additional data and discuss the estimate. This
report was prepared based on use of the December 2018/December 2019 Substantial Completion Dates
for Units 2 & 3 respectively.

Discussion of the EAC Details:
{In the order presented on the Client Summary Sheet)

1.0 2007 $’'s Sch @ CO-16 PSC Approved
This column provides the cost basis for Target and T&M costs for both CB&I and WEC as it
existed in the Consortium budget at the execution of the CO-16 “Settlement Agreement” (July
2012), with the exception of “Deviations” for identified Consortium Contingency usage prior to
that time. This budget included an EPC Target Price Consortium Contingency of approximately
$130 Million. The total EPC Consortium budget for Target Price was $1,935,976,000 and for
T&M Price was $302,748,000.

2.0 Site Layout C.O.
This column provides the cost estimate for site layout modifications requested by the Owner

related to re-defined security requirements. This is an “Owner —Directed” Change and the
Consortium is entitled to 100% of the actual cost. It should be noted that in addition to the
Target and T&M costs indicated in the EAC, there are additional Firm Price cost impacts which
are not included in the EAC. At the time of EAC submittal, this Change Order had not been
submitted and the estimated Target Price cost is $20,465,000 and the estimated T&M cost is
$36,000 (Excluding CB&! G&A and Profit to be added later in the EAC template). Subsequent to
submittal of the EAC, revised prices for the Change Order were submitted and the total Target
Price impact of the Site Layout Changes has increased to $36,000,000 with $43,000 T&M and an
additional Firm Price impact of $21,000,000. All costs presented are in 2007 $’s. The EAC
analysis spreadsheet has been updated to reflect this additional cost.

EAC Validation Report Page 1
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3.0

4.0

5.0

There is no WEC cost impact from this Change.

Cyber Security C.0O.

This column provides the cost estimate for additional Cyber Security provisions required for VCS
Units 2 &3 due to Regulatory Changes by the US NRC. Due to the uncertainty surrounding the
Cyber Security Change Order, all costs are included in the T&M Price category by the
Consortium. The Owner continues to negotiate the work scope included in this Change and
monitor the costs of this work evolution. Subsequent to the EAC submittal, the projected T&M
cost impact to CB&I is $10,030,582 and $24,180,500 to WEC (including G&A and Profit to each
Consortium party). Both parties are entitled to full compensation for the performance of the
negotiated scope at EPC controlled T&M rates, as this Change is related to a “Change in Law.” In
addition to the amounts listed above, there will be further costs associated with Vendor Change
Order T&M work. These costs are not included in the current T&M proposal as the work is
dependent on a number of estimates and assumptions that are unknown at this time. The
Consortium will invoice these costs to the Owner via separate change orders as they are
identified and incurred. For the purposes of this EAC review, the Owner has estimated
$7,500,000 for the total sum of the Vendor Change Orders. However, it should be noted that
this is a broad estimate and that the total cost could be much higher or lower. Although these
costs were not included in the EAC by the Consortium, the Owner believes that the Consortium
is entitled to the total amount.

Quantity Changes

This column addresses the additional CB&l craft labor costs associated with commodity quantity
changes that have been identified since the original estimate was developed and incorporated
in approved “Deviations”. These quantity changes are the result of design change/refinement
and site specific issues. The costs of all commodities are included in the Firm Price and are not
included here. In addition, CB&) has used this column to shift categories for two specific work
scopes (Shield Building Erection and HVAC) from self performed to sub-contract. This is
represented by the $57,575,000 included in the Direct Subcontracts line. Corresponding
reductions are included in the Unit 2 and Unit 3 Direct Labor costs, but they can’t be identified
in the summary sheet. The Owner agrees that the Consortium is entitled to 100% of this cost
through the normal Target Price billing. The EAC total is unchanged at $87,346,000 + G&A and
Profit and Entitlement is the same amount.

Craft Productivity
This column accounts for the lack of productivity and additional labor costs within the Direct

Craft category. The original budget assumed a PF of 1.00. This column takes the PF to an overall
1.19, using a 1.15 To-Go PF. As of 12/2/14 (for reporting period through October 2014), the
Productivity Factor (PF) for the project to date was 1.49 . In the four subsequent months since
receipt of the EAC, the ITD PF has increased steadily from 1.45 to the current value, due to
monthly values of 1.97 for August, 1.95 for September, 1.91 for October and 2.48 for November.

EAC Validation Report Page 2
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6.0

In its EAC, the Consortium assumed that the project would reach a goal PF of 1.15 within 6
months. This does not appear to be achievable. The Owner does not believe the assumed To-
Go PF of 1.15 is achievable with the current CB&I organization, so the EACH Review Team
recalculated the cost with a PF factor of 1.40 To-Go. This resulted in the Owner’s EAC estimate
increasing $167,461,000 for Direct Craft labor. However, the Owner believes that CB&l should
only be entitled to recovery of a reasonable PF, like the one assumed in the EAC (1.19). The
Owner therefore does not think CB&I is entitled to any additional costs beyond their estimate of
$81,763,000.

Schedule Impact
This EAC category is comprised of Target and Time & Materials increases for both CB&I and

Westinghouse due to delays associated with Structural Modules and Westinghouse Design
Engineering issues that result in new Commercial Operation Dates (COD’s). The EAC Review
Team recommends $0 of increased entitlement for these Target and Time & Materials costs.
The Owner has already agreed to increased costs for Structural Module Delays in proposed
Change Order 16 and the associated interim Letter Agreement. Delays due to design engineering
issues are the responsibility of Westinghouse.

CB&I Target

CB&I includes increased costs for Indirect Construction Labor, FNM Labor and associated FNM
expenses for hotel load, Distributables and Fuel associated with Construction Equipment. All
increased costs are due to the schedule delays associated with Structural Modules and
Westinghouse Design Engineering issues. Based on CB&l’s estimating methodology, the EAC
Review Team believes these costs are inflated. An example of these inflated costs was the
methodology used for distributables whereby CB&I did not look at what was previously spent on
distributables but used a “forward looking” estimate of distributable expenses and may include
some Firm Price distributables (Change Order #8) such as construction equipment and office
supplies and equipment.

CB&I| Time & Materials

CB&l includes increased costs for scaffolding craft and FNM labor and used a factor applied to
Target scope indirect labor to determine the estimate for craft labor. CB&I also increased its
estimate for one Field Non Manual Supervision Employee for hotel load associated with the
Schedule Impact. CB&I increased its estimate for distributables for additional scaffolding
materials. The EAC Review Team questioned CB&I as to why Scaffolding costs would increase
due to the Schedule Impact of Structural Module Delays. The explanation given was not
sufficient to support an increase in scaffolding costs related to a Schedule Delay.

Westinghouse Target
Westinghouse includes increased costs associated with its subcontract with CB&I Services for

the Containment Vessel Fabrication and Assembly. The EAC Review Team evaluated the
estimate documentation provided by CB&I Services to Westinghouse and found erroneous
assumptions and mathematical errors, Westinghouse stated that CB&I Services has retracted

EAC Validation Report Page 3
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7.0

EAC Validation Report

this estimate pending additional information and that a new estimate will not be given to the
Owner for review with the EAC. Based on a review of the documents provided by CB&I Services
to Westinghouse, CB&l Services’ updated estimate includes charges for professional/supervision
hotel load for 16 months for what CB&I Services considers a delay related to the Containment
Vessel Fabrication and Assembly Schedule (mostly due to Westinghouse design issues/changes)
plus the COD Schedule Impact Delay.

Waestinghouse Time & Materials

Westinghouse includes increased costs for hotel load for professionals working on Licensing and
Startup related to the Schedule Impact and new COD'’s.

Base Scope Refinement

This EAC category is comprised of Target and Time & Materials increases for Westinghouse due
to refinement in Base Scope tasks. The increase in Target costs are associated with
Westinghouse EPC Management for CB&] Construction Support and an increase in base scope
associated with changes in the estimate from CB&I Services for Containment Vessel Fabrication
and Assembly. The increase in Time & Materials costs are associated with additional base scope
changes for Plant Startup and Testing netted against an estimated decrease for Import Duties
associated with equipment.

Westinghouse Target

Increased cost estimates associated with EPC Management for CB&I Construction Support are
due to Consortium’s decision to apply a best talent/best athlete approach of using
Waestinghouse Management Personnel (an approximate staff of twelve managers) to
supplement CB&I Construction Management. This base scope of work was never previously
included in Westinghouse’s Target work scope. The EAC Review Team recommends 50
entitlement, since these costs are directly related to the incompetency of CB&!’s construction
management staff.

Increased cost estimates due to changes in the CB&I Services Subcontract for the Fabrication
and Assembly of the Containment Vessel have been reviewed by the Owner and increased costs
are entitled due to change orders between Westinghouse and CB&I Services for this Target Price
Work Scope.

Westinghouse Time & Materials
Increased cost estimates associated with Plant Startup and Testing are due to Westinghouse’s

completion of a resource loaded Plant Startup and Test Schedule. The Owner’s Operational
Readiness Staff reviewed this schedule with Westinghouse and agrees that increased costs may
be entitled. The EAC Review Team recommends that any additional costs in this base scope
refinement be paid at Westinghouse Base Scope Labor Rates per EPC Table G-1 because this is
not new work scope.

Increased cost estimates due to changes in licensing base scope is the result of an increased
workload for Westinghouse to support its licensing efforts. Upon review of this estimate, the

Page 4
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8.0

9.0

10.0

EAC Review Team discovered that Westinghouse is attempting to recover Firm Price Licensing
Work Scope through T&M Work pricing. The EPC Contract specifically states that the
Consortium must provide the Owner with a “Licensed Plant” and much of this estimated
additional work is included in Westinghouse’s Firm Price Work Scope. Comments from the
Owner’s Licensing Manager include statements that there has only been one Owner directed
LAR (Licensing Amendment Request) and all other E&DCR’s and LAR’s are due to Westinghouse
changes/issues. The Owner has experienced increased costs due to additional licensing support
staff and NRC fees to review Westinghouse’s licensing changes. The EAC Review Team
recommends $0 entitlement for the increased costs above the original T&M Licensing Allowance
and suggests seeking recovery from Westinghouse for the increase in Owner’s costs associated
with these changes.

Decreased cost estimates due to changes in Import Duties are directly associated with the
decrease in duties associated with the Federal Government’s Korean Free Trade Agreement.
The EAC Review Team agrees that the Owner has already seen a decrease in import duties
associated with equipment from South Korea. Although the Owner cannot verify Firm Price
costs used to compute Import Duties it is assumed that this $15 million decrease is a reasonable
estimate and agrees to deduct from the EAC.

Regulatory Driven

This column addresses Westinghouse costs associated with changes that are regulatory in
nature as identified by the Consortium. The three scopes included are: Plant Startup & Testing,
ITAAC Maintenance, and the Affordable Care Act. Both of the estimates for ITAAC Maintenance
($2,623,837) and the Affordable Care Act ($4,502,868) appear reasonable and the Owner
believes the Consortium is entitled to these costs per regulatory changes enacted since the EPC
Agreement was signed in 2008, For Plant Startup & Testing, the Consortium has identified
$30,000,000 in regulatory driven changes, which includes costs for CVAP, FPOT, F3POT and hotel
load costs. The Owner does not believe that all of the costs included in this estimate are
appropriately identified by the Consortium as new scope per regulatory changes. Costs that
should not be contained in this estimate include any and all costs identified as Firm Price by the
Owner such as Home Office Program Managers.

Contingency/Risk Evaluation

CB&I Target

This EAC category is comprised of increased CB&l Target costs for Contingency based on 11% of
the ETC (Estimate-To-Completion). The EAC Review Team recommends $0 entitlement since
CB&I’s Contingency account has been restored for the inclusion of previous contingency usage
in the “Quantity Changes” and “Other Miscellaneous Adjustments” categories of the EAC and
this restores the Consortium to a Target Price Contingency of $123M, which is approximately 6%
of the remaining ETC.

Other Misc. Adjustments

EAC Validation Report Page S
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11.0

12.0

13.0

This column provides the projected cost impacts of identified changes that have not been
incorporated into deviations by CB&i. In addition to cost changes due to design completion and
refinement, included in this category are cost impacts due to other issues such as the delayed
completion of the NI base mat due to design changes in the reinforcing bars. Cost Impacts such
as this which are the responsibility of the Consortium are recognized, but are not included in the
“entitlement” for CB&I. Some of the supporting information for these costs included interviews
with CB&I personnel. CB&I was unable to substantiate the total costs for this EAC category.

Field Non Manual (FNM)

This column provides the cost estimate for additional FNM employees required to complete the
project. CB&I provided details to support the cost included in the EAC. The Owner was able to
verify the EAC amount, and determined it is reasonable only if CB&I conforms to the staffing
plan as provided to the EAC Review Team. In addition to the staffing plan provided to the EAC
Team, CB&I has provided a curve with limited data to indicate FNM staffing plan for site facilities
and resource planning purposes. The FTE quantities reflected in the curve appear to be
substantially higher than the detailed plan provided (20% +). Following the curve vs. the plan will
result in a significant impact to the FNM cost.

Using the detail provided by CB&I, the Owner made additional adjustments to the estimated
costs to complete the project by 1) applying actual pay rates and 2) extended the time
employees were on-site to a more reasonable date (ex. Project Accounting). This analysis
resulted in the base scope FNM estimate of $179M (Excluding G&A and Profit to each
Consortium party to be added later in the EAC template). CB&I would only be entitled to $146M
of these costs due to the fact that FNM costs have a factor of 1.70 added to them to cover
administrative expenses. The Owner has been told that the actual factor experience by CB&l is
approximately 1.3-1.4. Therefore, the Owner should only pay a 1.4 markup on any FNM
expense incurred in excess of the amount originally budgeted.

Acceleration

This column contains an estimate for the increase in project cost due to acceleration to meet
the December 2018/2019 SCDs. The Consortium has identified approximately $171M for both
Target and T&M costs. Of this $171M, $7.5M was incorrectly included as Target Price for FNM
Living Allowances and/or Relocation expenses. These costs should be Firm Price. The majority of
the acceleration costs are due to the introduction of a limited night shift of 340 Direct Craft, 100
Indirect Craft, and 60 FNM employees. There are also an additional 100 FNM added to the day
shift to support the new night shift. The Owner does not believe the Consortium is entitled to
any of the $171M of acceleration costs as the acceleration is necessary due to Structural Module
Delays.

Total EAC
Through various discussions with the Consortium the Owner understands the methodology used
by the Consortium to estimate these costs. For the majority of these costs, a fairly

EAC Validation Report Page 6
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judgmental/subjective approach was used rather than a formulaic methodology. As such, the
EAC Review Team would be challenged to reproduce these costs if requested. When viewed as
a rough order of magnitude this estimate appears to be a reasonable attempt at establishing the
minimum Target Price and T&M Price to be expected for completion of the project.

The EAC Review Team believes it has a reasonable understanding of the majority of the costs
presented by the Consortium. However, understanding does not equate to agreement of the

costs. There were several action items that the Owner did not receive complete answers for but
deferred further discussion due to materiality.

EAC \;alidation Report Page 7
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF A
— et |
STEPHEN A. BYRNE Py

ON BEHALF OF 1PSON COURT REPORTING ING.

SOUTH CAROLINA ELECTRIC & GAS COMPANY
DOCKET NO. 2015-103-E
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND
POSITION.

My name is Stephen A. Byrne and my business address is 220
Operation Way, Cayce, South Carolina. I am President for Generation and
Transmission of South Carolina Electric & Gas Company (“SCE&G” or the
“*Company”).

DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND
BUSINESS EXPERIENCE.

I have a Chemical Engineering degree from Wayne State University.
After graduation, I started my nuclear career working for the Toledo Edison
Company at the Davis-Besse Nuclear Plant. [ was granted a Senior Reactor
Operator License by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (“NRC™) in 1987.
From 1984 to 1995. I held the positions of Shift Technical Advisor, Control
Room Supervisor, Shift Manager, Electrical Maintenance Superintendent,
Instrument and Controls Maintenance Superintendent, and Operations
Manager. | began working for SCE&G in 1995 as the Plant Manager at the

V.C. Summer plant. Thereafter, I was promoted to Vice President and

|
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Chief Nuclear Officer. In 2004, I was promoted to the position of Senior
Vice President for Generation, Nuclear and Fossil Hydro. I was promoted
to the position of Executive Vice President for Generation in 2008 and to
Executive Vice President for Generation and Transmission in early 2011. I
was promoted to President for Generation and Transmission and Chief
Operating Officer of SCE&G in 2012.

WHAT ARE YOUR DUTIES WITH SCE&G?

As President of Generation and Transmission and Chief Operating
Officer for SCE&G, I am in charge of overseeing the generation and
transmission of electricity for the Company. I also oversee all nuclear
operations. Included in my area of responsibility is the New Nuclear
Deployment (“NND”) project in which Westinghouse Electric Company,
LLC (“WEC”) and Chicago Bridge & Iron (“CB&I’) (collectively
“WEC/CB&I") are constructing two Westinghouse AP1000 nuclear
generating units in Jenkinsville, South Carolina, (the “Units”) that are
jointly owned by SCE&G and South Carolina Public Service Authority
(“Santee Cooper™).

HAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS COMMISSION?

Yes. I have testified before the Public Service Commission of South

Carolina (the “Commission™) in several past proceedings.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
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The purpose of my testimony is to discuss the current status of
construction of the new nuclear Units; the new construction schedule
proposed here which is based on the revised, fully-integrated construction
schedule provided to SCE&G by WEC/CB&I in the third quarter of 2014
(the “Revised, Fully-Integrated Construction Schedule”); the changes in
commercial operations dates for the Units; the updates in cost forecasts;
and the operational, contractual and other matters related to the updates to
the cost and construction schedules proposed in this proceeding. This
testimony is also submitted in satisfaction of the requirement imposed by
the Commission in Order 2009-104(A) that the Company provides annual
status reports concering its progress in constructing the Units.

PROJECT UPDATE
PLEASE PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT STATUS.

Concerning current status, the project is passing through an
important time of transition related to the risks and challenges that will
define our efforts going forward. When we began the project, the most
important risks were related to first-of-a-kind nuclear construction
activities. This project is one of two new nuclear construction projects to
be initiated in the United States since the 1970s. It is being licensed by the
NRC under an entirely new regulatory framework contained in 10 C.F.R.
Part 52. In the early stages of the project, you would have expected risks to

reflect that first-of-a-kind nature of the undertaking,

3
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Today, we still face substantial risks and challenges in completing
the project. But many of the uncertainties related to first-of-a-kind
activities have been resolved or substantially mitigated. @~ While
unanticipated problems are always possible, the challenge of completing
the Units is now shifting away from first-of-a-kind activities where major
new design, performance, fabrication or regulatory challenges predominate.
Today, execution risks related to construction, fabrication and acceptance
testing are at the forefront. These tasks pose important challenges, and the
challenges are commensurate in scale and complexity with the scale and
complexity of this project. But qualitatively, these challenges are not that
different from the challenges encountered in other major generation
projects. It is a sign of the progression of the project that execution risks
related to construction, fabrication and testing risks increasingly define the
project rather than the first-of-a-kind nuclear project risks. Reaching this
point represents an important milestone in our progress toward completion.
COULD YOU PLEASE ELABORATE ON THE PROJECT’S RISKS
AND CHALLENGES AS THEY CURRENTLY STAND?

Much of the change in the risk profile of the project has to do with
the major risk factors that are being wholly or partially mitigated. For
example, in the 2008 BLRA Combined Application, we identified 19 major
permits, certifications or categories of permits that were required to

construct the Units. See Combined Application in Docket No. 2008-196-E

4
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at Exhibit J, Chart B. Eighteen of the 19 have now been issued and one was
determined not to be needed. Receipt of these permits represents the
successful resolution of a major risk factor for this project.

COULD YOU OUTLINE SOME OF THE KEY LICENSES,
PERMITS AND CERTIFICATIONS THAT THE PROJECT HAS
RECEIVED TO DATE?

Yes. We have now received:

1. The Combined Operating Licenses (“COLs”) for the two Units
that were issued by the NRC under 10 C.F.R. Part 52;

2. Amendments to the Design Control Documents (“DCDs”) for
the AP1000 Units through DCD Revision 19 that were approved by the
NRC to incorporate design enhancements to the Units;

3. A Clean Water Act Section 404 permit that was issued by the
Army Corps of Engineers related to work in on-site wetlands;

4. Several permits associated with use of Lake Monticello as a
source of cooling water and potable water for the project that were issued
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”);

5. A Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification and
an Environmental Impact Statement issued under the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) for the project, including associated

transmission projects, to support other federal permits;
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6. Multiple construction and storm-water permits that were issued
by the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
(“DHEC”);

7. Several Na